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Editorial 


Canada was once knee-deep in ice; now 
it's neck-deep in quite something else. 

tolks (with rvifitNl tt>ndL-iicii?s) surprisinj^ly view out present plight as 
potential I V ptwilive, as a privilcf^ed site. Canada's disarray, its radical 
disjunctiveness, its balx-1 of crmte-iting voices, could be credited with being on 
the cutting edge — we Ix'ar all the markers of the "postmodern." Within this 
episteme the phantom centre has collapsed and gt'sturing tow ard stiurces of 
identity, towards the gnrunds of cultural origins, toward the imago of home is 
perceived as a futile gesture. The myth of centre, nationalism's meta- 
narrative, has been over-run by "other" signlfiers of difference: racial and 
ethnic nationalism, feminist, regional and class allegiances contribute to our 
shifting ground of reality that can only offer momentary communities and the 
local. Canada is not one but many and with this comes challenges to official 
versions and legacies, theoretical and otherwise. 

Most folks, however, do not directly benefit from such heady celebrations 
of hybrid! ly and instability. They daily bear the w eight of economic shifts 
which attend modernity's reali:sation Canada's economic dependencies are 
hardly new, yet they have become more clearly realized since the right's 
ascension. The most recent attempt by the state at nationalist solidification — 
the Oh! Canada media campaign — offers but one impotent, reactivuiary 
efft>rl to reinscribe the myth of unity. 

In spile of the ascription that Canadian culture cannot exist — that it is 
indeed an impiwsibility — w-e are witnessing a surge, a "new w ave" of 
filmmaking in this "imaginary " natioiv. This issue of Cnjcacfibu, devoted to 
Canadian cinema, reflects this recent activity. Of course the range and 
diversity of Canadian cinema is not Killy represented; feature filmmaking is 
certainly favoured over other forms, perhaps because a new generation of 
filmmakers have come-of-ago in the eighties and their development has 
generated as much promise and excitement as our first wave of 
independents. Vet it is impt'ralive to note that this surge is hardly 
representative. Although filmmakers from "emerging" communities 
(including women filmmakers) are producing more feature films than in any 
pn.’viou 5 decade, their numbers remain w'holly dispropt'rlionate to their 
w’hile "fellow" filmmakers. 

This issue reflects a range of voices that speak from different kicalions. 
And with turf arise various possible dissonances between "Us" and "Them." 
From the polemical to the thwretical, from third pc'rstm to direct address, 
from the nationalist to the intenvatitinalist, all attempt, in various ways, to 
interpret specific identities and images of Canada, 
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This Cfirrrti fii^w fs Sartl 

J bi'liciv jpj iPiPjifippEifli'rwJswr nr Cpipjni/tis. 


Letters 


Dcwr RisiTm. 

I ytmr L^rticle im thf iilms <,if Oliver Stone 
{Radicalism and I'tipular t inemji Coir;^L fj(jrj 231 with 
j^rejl ink^^t. I would like to make .1 tow enm merits. 

Firstly I would like lo point out lhA\ Thi*^ (tami is in tact 
not Stone's direelivrlal debut- This was the horn>r film 
Queen of Eml, made in Canada in 1 V73. J urjj^e y[>u to see 
this JstorLisKing wtsrk Calso available, in a slightly tut 
versit>n, under the title S^'izkinO in which so many of 
Shine's themes are alr^^ady clearly present The Htm's 
pn^tagonisl, novelist Edmund Blaekstiuw (playtsJ by 
Jonathan Krid, an actor wntha maable physical 
n'M^mblanct^ to Stone! lives, like^ Jon l^nsdale in riiei/joiii 
iA film to w'hkh this in many w'ays a com|Mnion pietv^, 
m an isolated houst^ w^ith his wife and child. Tht' film 
begins with the arrival of several gui.-sts at the house for 
w hat promises to K' an implacably btiurgeois w tvkend 
which is disrupted by the appearance of ihrL-e horrific 
figurts, a dwarf, a deformed black mute and the 
epipnymous Queen, who prtK.'i'id to kill each of the guc'sts 
and are explicitly identifksi asernanahng from 
Rlackstone's pisycluv Like Jon Linsdale's hand, Iht^y do 
what Blackstone subconsciously di^iix.-s but dart^ nof 
eonxiously imagine and the film kigically culminates in 
their driving hLs wife to eommit suicide and attempting 
(with BlacLslone's assistance) to kill his son. The film's 
ending n.^ veals thal all this has bi=en Blackstiine s dream, 
hut a dream lhal causes him to die t»f a heart attack. Thus 
Blackstone is, like Hiirrv C hamplain in TaW f^iifi'Lpaod |im 
Morhson in T)ie iPixirsH the dreamt^ destroyid bv his owm 
dn^am (or the artist destroyed by his own rreati^m). This 
ht^lps to throw' partiLular tight on the L^ler w'orks, 
especially Trtfi RuJin in w^hich it can now in^seen thal the 
'voices' which Champlain 'conjures up' i>n his talk show 
are more than anything pmgH.'tiom ^if his own fantasies 
and rH'uroses (the film also contains a character, Cliarles. 
who is clearly an early version of tk>rdon Cwkko in 
S/r(¥t). AdditH>nallv Niei>te, Blackstone's wifej, is among 
the mtfft intelligently pri-senltsl female characlers in 
SkTne's work to date, the scene of her final night with 
Blaeksti>neand subsei^uenl suicide being among the nistsl 
touching moments k^ be found in the genre. The film, 
bi^longing as much to the mo%'ement of the horror film in 
the seventies as to Stone, scvms to me to he one of ils 
dirts’loi^s finest and most radical achievements. 

By comparisim Ihefimrih offuSu is a ihoroyghlv 

reactionary film, tine might begin by noting that R^>n 
ko Vic's claim that the war w^as fought against "a p<xn 
peasant pcxiple w ho have a proud history of rt^LslJivce, 
who have been struggling for their owm iivdepc^nderiiV 
fora thousand years'' is totally a I edds w^ith tone's 
presA’ntation the V'ietcong as the usual facciess enem%'. 

A key element to kt>vic's di^x elopintmt is clearly his 
acadenlal killing i:if a lellow American seddier, somelhing 
of which he is deeply ashamed. I he implidt t never, of 


avurse, stated) attitude, however, is that if the man 
whtim he had quite deliberately shc.^t had bevn, as Ki^vic 
assumed, Vielnamestv na hvlings of guilt w'ould have 
been necessary, and that kilting a 'gook' is in rup way to 
tn^omfusid with killing a 'man.' 

I find somewhat astonishing your statement that 
“conlemporary America--, has been discredited in 
Stt>ne's work with a thonughness and clarity of which 
t stvms incapable. . . S!t>ne is by far the mure 
intellectually rigorous of tht' two, refusing to hide hLs 
quandaries under iiH'oherunct'.*' Precisely iheoppissite 
seems to me to bt' true, and the assertion that '‘I hi' 
America kived by Ron Ko vie/ lorn Cmist^ seems even 
less clearly definable ' (than that in Vfe Deer iiuffter} Ls 
simply ina^mset, th*' him "^s epilogue, set at the 
LV-mi^cratic convention in quite clearly 
functioning to sepirate the America that i nsisted on 
fighting the Vietnam war from the Amenca of Ronald 
Reagan. Ktwic's final enmmeni that '"lately I ve fell like 
I'm home ' has a clear Ldetdogical functionr and pjs4 in 
case w-’c should miss I he pnn.'i.si' signihcanci^t^f 'home/ 
Stime intercuts shots from the film's opening small 
town •HVtW's fincluding the fourth of July pvrade and the 
war games) with shots of kovic liHikingcvstatic. V%^hile 
It is true thal ih*' film's first 'movement' (to which these' 
scenes belong) "is devoted exelusivety ki describing 
him* masculinity is constructed in Ameiican cvitture, 
linking it lo pi>iver conquest, aggression, patnotism on 
the one hand and rt'pression on theothe^" the ri'peatid 
use of this material at the film's end is quite diffmmt, 
even contradictory 

This may sound superlidally similar to the pnxves.s by 
w'hieh, in TIte Urvr ffunter, Vt-ar of thv Dragon and Tfir 
ihethonpugh and umompromising critique of 
the figure of 'the hero' is made to aH'xist with a view' of 
the hero as magnifieeiiL but it clearly isn't, this bt'ing 
rather a posJml of Cimino's artistically valid 
ambiguity, the magnifioi'nLX? trf the hearts being stvn as a 
given, w ithout rea^nilit>n of w bich the idea of the 
hercfic individual cannot be understoixJ (compare 
Ford's treatment of the cavalryt. In TftcfiiVifiry/r (surely 
the finest American film of the last (ew^ %'ears) the ability 
to effect siK'ial cliange i.s rt'pri*sentevi by the ring which 
pusses from Iht' Oucht^ss to Giulia no and ends up in the 
possses^ion of the pt'asant boy, the film''s support for the 
forces of siKialism being coherent, kigkal and 
unambiguous. In /k>rFi on the fourth nf JtiJy, by 
comparison, social change can only nsull in a rt'lxim to 
the values which, in the film's own terms, brought 
abiul the situation (Vietnam) w^hich required changing. 
Thi.s is nE>l only incoherent, it is ihonughly idiotic. 

V'nurs soifFT^'Ju. 

HrUii Stetvna 

.1J.L Seip Hi'^iford Rcnif. i.uhin, LLJJ 2 AH 
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Women in 

French-Quebec 

Cinema 

THf SPACE or SOCIO-SfXUAL 

(inidifference 
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Allhtmsh iution<il identilv itsi'lf by rudt' au jkenin;^ to the cxistt-iiLVof others, it never 

dwells on the alterity of women. But, in their refiiMl of rccipri vLty, in their absence of symmetry-, 
relations to the Other (woman) traverse the field of ptilitical issues out of which emerpes the 
lari;er problematic of identity and diffen-nce. 

In this article I will raise the ways in which the Jisci>urse of identity in Quebec cinema over 
the last divade has releftateci questions of relations to difference to a marniiial TcprtnemMwu of 
what is the position of the other-woman in the serial I w ill examine how this relation to the 
other-woman, when it is present in repn'sentations of alterity in Quebec cinema, takes on the 
allure of an existential quest for men in which the authenticity of a Quebecois subject in its 
j-eneric sense is endlessly constructed Thus, and in the context of a amceTn for a 

vision of Quebec scKiefv emerges in low relief, one which is white, male, heterosexual, and 
which ignores the ptissibililiw of the hori/on of fhe other. Far from limiting itself to what could 
W called men's cinema, this practice also afhsrts women's cinema, in particular the films of Lea 
f’(Hil. By evacuating the question of difference not only K’tween but w ithin genders, Fool s films 
pul ihe alterity of women in an "off-space" pitsilion, "the space of soeio-soxual (inJdifference 
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Andrr Fomert 


Queuec in the 1980s: 

TkE crisis of SELF-KK(‘RESE\‘TATlON 

LXirin^ the l^SCk. ^ satiw oi hlms wearing (he AtirA ut a piirsl- 
relerendum labt‘lx a ptwil-quesl some^hinpr appii'ati'd in 
Qut'tHX’. in these often bitter-HW^,T't tninrit'dies .iboiit the morn- 
ing after *,alyraled vvilh the disillusionmenl of a country 
which makes nu the male protagonisis sptMk of ^ireir 

^Tisis, experienced as a realization of failure; that of an aht>tt- 
pi,i!ilieal project (the independrnoe of Quebec 1^ that of an 
impossible romantic confrontation wiih the ollwr sex, that oi 
the imptissibitily of living other than with Ihemselvt^. 1"he 
ovvfHfc^xposure of this failure bt'came the pretext for denying 
that rx^ations lo altenty are more than the anguish of onx*'s 
tvwn self; as the sile of difference, they amstilute one of the 
ina^iir issues of I he crisis of representation that has restinated 
Ihrtniglioul Quebec society for the last twenly years In I his 


order of things, I he ciru-inalic rt‘presenlatH>n of womvn difi- 
ckm^s thi-m as ihe echo of a male speaking sub^xrt, eternally 
faithful eompanii.>ns cast in iht' silence of m’casional pirtneis, 
a silence w^hich remains in the shadows hovering in iln- b.iek- 
ground of the histoncal, social and pt^rsonal drama such as it 
is livtxi and told by the speaking siubju’CTs in the fon.'ground. 

Moreover, by means of an irresistible internal logic, the 
natiipnal obsession has become the spearhead for a disocmrse 
attempting to define the m*w status i>l the QuCbecois man. In 
fact, it is less a search hir identity that ani malt's films such as 
Un ZA.V fa irml (Jean-C laude Uiuzon, S^b7), Ia^ hi,fid^fcs 

(Jean fk^audry et Francois FkPii\iiT, TrcPis f^tjrrpn^N li cdi^ 

tUi stiJJiFurif (Jacques I.edoc, I98B}, and Rufales (Andr^ 

1 t if., Sht'frv ikimin, iTKiTiJinii Jk’ Ij cultLirv-." in J ftift'nn lir J'ldinJ'j- 

PurrruH SYZ Editrur. 1^1. p IK 

2 T«'rp^ di' Ljureli^. IndilkTriM. Jtid Rcprt'^'nl^ini.irij'' in 

niffiriY^wrfwJ.+iia, 19SHF,}3p ISS-177 
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Uh /oo 1*1 Sait by I.juzop 


Mt-lflP(;i>r, th.ifl a sisyphian si'.irch itir a Kwly J^;^.lil; tho 

pairiflu Ml figure- of Quobec s«k'i y, Ihi- one t^hieh suppiwed- 
ly liK-TAled Ihe parocMal spirit of pre-quiet revolution 
Qui-bec Tire men in Quebcf films are- forever diseovering m 
themselves an 'innate' sensiiivity fur a facial and euliural 
patemily whkh thev stubbornly want to uTemh from two 
fcnturit^ of malriarchal rule. tAllow me to point out how 
much the idea that Quebei' is a matriarchy — call this “the 
Plouife Family syndrome''^ — has lallen on hard times. If this 
makes us smiled it is all the mure despt'rate inasmuch as it 
completely denies the cxtimt to which Quebec women were 
held under the historical gnp of a patriarchal siKiety ruled by 
Ibe all-powerfui mace of the holy trimly: C hurch-hlale- 
Fconomy 1 As such Women appear as veritable foils for a 
masculine/ national idimtify who kivp us from going around 
in cinles, feared figure-sofa very imaginary epoch* 

Thus, the (deinalionalisi discourse that cm plots a good 
number ot Quehv lilms sliows the extent to which the recog- 
nition of Iht- space of identity is under the guardianship of the 
legitim acv and the aulhoriiy that a homogenous male class 
has conlerred ujion itsc-ll: a nationalizing identity which is 
pc-rpetually brought back to an intimate, closed and claustro- 
phobic space, and which experiences itself vicariously 
ihroiigli a panoply of metaphors; metaphors tor an idt-niily 
whose possibiUtirt exist only in the rupture with the other 
sex, buddy -buddy re-lations. tiie revi-nge of the baby-boomers, 
and cathartic voyage-s to the United Stales (sec- the film series 
>tmcr/taNifi‘ produced by the French section of the NFS).' 

I wiHild like to use (he term “the eccentric subpecl,"* an 
expression employed by Teresa de Muretis, to di*signale the 
pi>sitii>n of fhi- other- woman in Quebts cinema. Ibe ecremtric 
sub|ect refers to the placing ol the temali- subject at fhe mar- 
gins of various systems ot represenlalion circulating in the 
More sotsi f icall V. and vvilh re-spect to Quebec cinema. 
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the ih^r t?ca?ntrii' subject pjirlidpiites in ihc prn- 

L'L'Hs by which dTicTfii.itii^rdphy cjn hi^ Ji^ned as a ' Iwhnohv 
jiy oi gentler." In perpi-tij^tin^; ^nd refinings ihe HpresentJ* 
tiun ol WEPman as jn wcf'ntrit subj^^rtH riHient Quebec cineniii 
perpe! Unites the Erniditifmcil discuursc* that encltises wi^men 
within ^ dinibly prescripEive reljEiEinship tu their btHhes; the 

1 I am iL\mt>tr prEerriJift tuTi.- S> EtuT hI htvmun-, PlovifU-. 

Ihe }'*4¥. ti«3vi-E Rij^nrr Lcmelin The Kwk Ut tj4\t\ Ehi>n 

hivamt- imv iri ihi- piful^r mw* in i^rly tt-N-=i E^win. jnd ^ w iw 

H.XT.-n* piipubtw^rHm in Ihi^ mH] tilm jJmpiJiiinn b% t arltf 

k^Luuni^ Ihf div tLi-dfly lile t«l j wi^rkm^ f U ms Ijipily lix^m kmrr- 
kiwn tJuibiA" C-ily, hr^deJ hy j and 'uiifw.-Kir hjt fi*^3Kn*'iJ liihh^ 

a miifhc^t wh-i nUtft. ihi. tikht'n Jiid vrlt>^’K- hivit her tinn^j, 

Ek'uLirly tier Ehk'i* Maivv hasJsinjin'i ftinsidt-f- J ^ Phitrff tu j ^i 4 xiEPk.ijy- 
f^lJy Ijjihiyi jkjiItjH iif urbuin ^•Ks: sif ik peri^kJ 
-I 1 jm p^iidjnftln WitiniwjTinS F^VLhiMrtjIyiKjil.Fn^ijii 

iictn^ in CjpirPM if ^ ™ijppiifjrt £> k pr-fpr^ .^umN- J .Wiwi'rrtii' 

[MiJhlrrah i HiAaj^sihtv mmi) Wkirirryinn. in tha- pur^Ai Er^rtkm Lrf p^yitkin 
jn^lyfu-jil-Ff^udian Ihi- rxlent tiP whith ^|| tiEMuTk^ «il 

Qud^ unenu jji? trjviTN.-d bv the iin#jiF|iufv nd eIk- tjimiEv iki%d, iha^ ^uWi- 
m^Ekin s-iE jKindopi by Elk- mjib*-r rtHintr^- ibramtfi and Jirpiipidrh^i bv Iht- 
PaEtk-f <t ^r\-at hnia in] 

"1 Ah SiPTHfcfi ItjrtT n^tnd^ m U Vi^mrJrPMHmn cWmeiEn-jJ I k-h fdjik^n?^ 
du ■''n.^jtnhihr. IWP, Qut*tHV ItEiTJlyn' ilN^k haunn-J tw ^•J^EhJ^M^”lhallaEk^n 
III i hi- U Hik'd pirlmrij Urly m I he ljE |^vque*t rnylin. 

t ikifi.''kH'_i;tin ftfwfti {|Mt 4 S ] jc-qnm C ^dteuE, JJwr Ipf-Jktfrr ifffk'FJiifjm- timWii 
^ O , dr pjuivtk^^ ^Ft£%-nlnir Suh^tt% bifninjM Tlk-^ir^ .^nd I lif^lurudj 

Cim-^wkiJtfio^ " m MPwdifr, kS n . T>iliJ, pp II "i | “kP 

7 ci . Tek^di J jiUPVtL’.. TrtTrkiiiiT^ nf t^rrairr TJwnry p rJjfJ. UrtJ 

fjipjiiw UnkJ^m Mai\ldlan PkryN, tsiS 7 
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^.lifnced tilher jnd !ht‘ visihlv dilftruot S> is tmly under this 
double conditimi of women's bt>dies ihjl ihe 

pres^ .mee ot wtsrrien on the screen is juthi>ri;^eiJ. Bui, mitre 
than Ih^t, by m^inl^inin^ □ n.^presenEjlion iti the n,'l<^HoOs ti3 
the cither as a rel.ition of Authority of iht' spiNiking/knowm]^ 
subject over the t'ecentjric tiubjevin Fntmch Qut^x' einemA con- 
struebi ilf>eh as the s^^Ceof scKkt^'xuAl indifference. In pLice 
of the Ef^voing Ih4at a reaignihon of sexual and ethnic differ- 
ences might suggest, the dEiminant discourse prefers lo 
impose A triumphAnf (IrigAray^. As such, 

jllempts to inst'rt a pluralism Are drowned in j polilical rela- 
tivism whew gEwl is essentidlty to give ihe domjn.ml white 
cldsH a clean conscience wilhoul menaeing its andriHenfric 
position.'^ 

The exislential quest informing the p.]ths taken by mjle 
protagonists in Quebec cinema calls for a discursive coLlusion 
btiween thc^ speaking subject and the knowing siibj4*^t ^ Thus, 
far from propping new relatiEPits ttp aiterily, Quebec films pro- 
duetsi in llu- last lew yeapi have consolidated the ceniralily sif 
thi’ male subjetl in the construction of a naliEinal identily. In 
Ibis amtext, whatever t>pening existed fEir a profound ques- 
tioning of norms, values, ways of fhmking and construeling 
relationsoi identity w'as seakxJ off wilhm a traditional concep- 
tion of relations of difference, in which it is ullimately Ihe 
while male heterosexual iubji^l who fixes the prescriptive 
order of relalionii toalicrily Fmm this pi>inl on, w^halever rep- 
rescmls the trace of differt^nce is relegated to the closet of unol 
fidal hisfoTy% under the label of differenee W'ith a capital D. 

One cannot but bt‘ dumbfoundi'd by the friumphiml tt^ne 
adivpted by films such as Ij* Tarfy. fes eTEiifiv. fjsf 

InfidHf^. and Uh Zw (ti PiMtf n^v\v are thumphant in 
the sense that the men, even in the anguish of iheir being, 
never question ihe ordc^ t>f traditkmal p<pwer in w^hich Ihev 
live. Their contestation is dinxied at the injuslict% the re^'c- 
turn and the margina libation reaped upon the individual whe^ 
is othcTw ise 'responsible' such a.s defined by lilx'ral idtxikgy. 
It can never occur lo them tiiat the veii fable a^ilm of differ- 
ence is situated beyond their owm individuality the realm of 
the eccentric subject, de- cent red and exploded; that of 
women. 

In fiKusing on the masculinily of representation, and in 
fixing ihc^ view^eTs ga^/e tPO the existential quests of male pro- 
lagonists, rxxvni Quebec films evacuate the conditions of ptw- 
sibibty for the position of the other as a eonslituerLt ot a 
QucMxh.- identifieatory space. As such, sexual difference oper- 
ales like shadows in Chinese fbeatre; Ihe only ihmg that pt^r- 
sists IS the existenfialist discourse, which articulates itselt 
' behind fhe w'all of private life.'^i" The representation of 
woman as other in these filiris thus corroboratt^ a political 
and historical construction that aims at establishing the pcisi- 
tion of wx*men in Ihe stHiial as a far aw^ay. if not invisible, 
place. Rather than rexrogni/ing ihe specific p^psifion of the 
Lxrcentric subject. Quebec cinema casts men as occupying a 
double n^le: tht^ master and the* subject. A.s such, a piiential 
site for the articulation of resistance to and transgression ol 
established order becomes one srf exhibition- Alterits' is sub- 
sumed by odes for the rocignition of identity, celebrating the 
definitive ubiquity of tfn* male subject as ih*' exemplary and 
gloKiL /total teiritoTy of identity, diifemno'and alteiity- 


The roma\tici7ation ok solitude 

A\D THE NECATIO\ OK THE OTHER: 

AndkK Fokcihk's Kai.amazoo axd 

HnE UiSTOIRE iNVEf^Tf.F 

The refusal of the other in Quebecois cinemattgraphic dis- 
course* largely expresses itself by what Caren Kaplan desig- 
nates as "the romanticl/atii>n of solitude and the suppression 
oi dilten“nrts."o The prtKiss of Ihe 'romantici nation of soli- 
tude" can hi' distinguished in cinema tigraphic discourse^ and 
treatment by the affirmation of a homogenous and unique 
masculine enunciative position. The construction of a 
homogenous referent k*gitiniat^>s the substx|uenl creation of a 
catch-all caU^gory for expressing relatkms to difference, l here- 
by definitively consecrating the tradilionalism of a binary rep- 
rcwnlation in critical and aeslhi*lic thinking. 

Conifftely, Ihe fE^manfici/alion of wlilude is accompanied 
by an idealist, if not mythic, representation of WEinuin in 
romantic relatnmships. In thew representations, WLpmi,^n can- 
respond Ie> an allegorical conception E^f Ihe female hedv as 
exotie/erolic. In effect I here was a marked tendency from 
I9rt() to I9 hH) to articulate sc^xual difference w'lthtn the modali- 
tic*s t>t an erotici/ing discourse, one in which women are more 
Woman than woman. At the same time, made accessible 
anm^' bv an iTLHtic trealmi^nt, women btx'ome an "inE^ffensive'’ 
and FE pm antic site <pf far aw'ay difference. There is no longer 
any question of reprLSt'nling woman as enunciating subttvt; 
ralher, it is a vision eiI a wiTman tatkHHxJ bv the male ga/e. 
SubN.*quent]Vr the solitude Epf Ihe QueKx' male in cinemato- 
graphic discourH' appears in ci^nformity w'ith the dream it 
cultl^'ates; an illusion. In this resjxxt. it sex^ms to me that the 
most telling example ot this is the work of Andre Fi>rcier, par- 
tkijlarly his last IW'e^ fitrns: fcdfjjppu'itxf (l*^H8S and Uric Hj.'ilujrE^ 

In KjrfuprRiiZiXJ, as in Uftc Hi^teirc hriviitA\ WEimiTi art' made 
to ap^M.*aF as the mythic incarnation of the praying mantis. 
J lalf-goddessi.'s, hali-dtxnons, wximen have quasi -supc*malu- 
rah Hind alxw^e all tj^pically ’“feminme," powers, in particular, 
the exclusive pti-w^er of seduction. Mepix* than anything else. 
It is the narcissistic ideal of WbfpLjn dreamesJ abi^ul by hetenv 
sexual mak^s thal transcends the representation of women. 
The woman in KrfftfniEiiexpand in i.fxjc /ftsfojrc hitx'Pifii' wanders 
atxiut under the guise of a fiwppir falah^ a character tinclurixJ 
with a disquieting strangeness, but for w'hom men literally 
los4’ their heads. From Ihe masquerade of Helena Mentana. 

S Fli/.ktx-ih ,an HESjurnE di'+EnitNin <it rrtiiEivi^ifi wlH»n yfw 

"NU-liinvivm dimixin^ re jn dtxjjA'Jtion li^ Ihtr r^ht Ui |uU|;if lkt ^ 

pniEKrii Arty iSKuiuirn ,^nd ii <*t any puliEKS. as pJH*- 

EhxtH jTi- rvnderisi iquiViHlrnt.'" Ela/abi'tti ”1 ^ l nq’"! li ^^ipLn^iyijirHTrs 

- Ik- kmurtivTiw o U i4r itiiEHJHi." m !ii>« jetiy le 4 -? Vet XXIV ( I. 

Spnn^ p iZ 

'<* lln, Ihi- 4:|uL-!itHi#i lH iS*i- r^-Luiim^ tL|-litl[y Unkinfc thr' renlusHtfi IxtwiXTi One 
^pi^|.iip|^ ■^Eibpcil and the kiMm'iri]^ sre EEoatx-rh C <1 WSj tfp ol. 
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12 her ihi.K^" Eiimiiiiir >a ith HoEid rllljrd. lE ^'kEtRXJl xiavmK IhjE I 

onu; hk-fi- 1 h 4 EVTXl tt-tiufi H.-Ivuy la ^TJuilnfifT U^iins UdllieiPl In efiwl, 
tkaudnll^rd Ers.*^ very turd Hvi tlul wsluctkin taJin r\LliiMin-Jy hnninirM- 
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the siren in U> the paradinn; ol Florence 

Desniissoflux (4l* yejrs - 4t> lover?*) in L/ffr hnvril&. 

the frontiers of nule fjnidisies iinpt>se (hem selves — the 
desire of men to erei'l a woman-stfllue in their imd;^e. Thus. 
I he representation of a unique, evjnescent t Hher, whffte suh- 
limated hady exists only as a '"Self sh.idim^'' is inexorably 
engraved on the screen. 

Moretiver^ in the double constraint of the visi- 

bly diffet^-nt and the silenced t>iher that a>nditioiis tin* riiirt'- 
sentalion of women reifii^ itsi,‘lf in S4^vnes where the (siren) 
women's viiice heiorrtes ei>inpletely aphonic, substituted by 
the niascoline one of Felix Cotnoir. It is then Colnoir who 
"spx'aks" I he other> the wimnnr and who literally gives I he 
w'ords to I he fernale Kxly that he, Fe]i\ Cotnoir, wants hi hear 
himik'if say. Thus, to the atr^>phied lower body of the WLiman. 
to the monstrous fish- tail, is hJ^^tapisid the crudeness of Ft^lix 
CotnoiFs voice. Capturing well the spirit reinforcing the 
space of si^cio-sa'Xiial (inkhfference, Forcier im pisses an aural 
hom^igenization (>n sexual differente that betrays the visual 
representation of wroman as siren, tfefein lies the explicit 
articulation of a political and disoursive legitimation which 
links the speaking subject and the (male) knt>wnng subject in 
vi'hat I would call a cultural practice of sell-contentment- 

In t/jtf Hisfeirc hiivrri&r it is the normative powder of a rela- 
honship to hetert^sexualily that overlays the carnal contact of 
women's txpdit-s. The wnmen in t/rir f ff.'ifejri' /uzcii/i'i!' are pre- 
sentetl as being or ftiwh lui^ting after the gvnis. always warring 
with one another k> offer their wnsuality to the most enter- 
prising male. While I be men form a unitisj front against a 
aimmon enemy, the women, pnnei pally the niothi.‘f and her 
daughter^ tear themsi^lvcs and each other apart as rivals in 
sisJuction. 

Rorence and Soled ad are the mcarnalKin of the irnsjui-iblc 
destiny of all men: that of loi^ ing their oivn image. Rorence is 
not real: she l% an erotic mirror in w'hi^- h her forty los'ers find 
reassurance by txrntemplating themselves. They ejaculate to a 
memory , by a liaison w'ith her, in the same way they c^ailate 
watching a pornographic film In eHect, Florence is the 
guardian of the hetertm-xual norm: siw has the ptnver to heal 
(induoe^ an ertxlion) the homost^xual theatre critic; her pint«i- 
ence alone gives I he illusiim ot the irresistibility of male 
charm. As for Soledad. thi,‘ mht-ritor of her mother's power of 
seductii>n, she acE,xx,K"s to her noble status by wmv of rivalry- 
Her greatest conquest as not don .riitfw dc h irampettr. \hv onlv 
man to ha^'e resisted Florence's sexual advances. Rather, it is 
the breaking of her romantic reiali^m w ith Tihx> that she tiH^ 
could enter ttw' marki.'f of wanton seduction. 

The example of ffm' fhshirrc himrltk' illuslratL-s well how^ 
there are only eyes for a sj^siee lor idenfity defined as mascu- 
line in Ouebec dnerna: that i>f a homo-si^xualily stTving h> 
spotlight what should be the territory of national identity. 
Rather than proposing a psilitits of “di^tertiforia libation," in 
whiizh eccentric subjtx'ts would participate m an identificatory 
Jttfl/tpxMg, the discursive representatton of genders in CJu^'b^x. 
cinema maintains the place l>I men as the ri,terential space, 
The sfjaoe of sexual difference is dlsfx^rscxl in ihe IxTntorv of 
the strangL'T^ uf strangeness, ol the impressible mpresentation. 
Alterity rrmabis (I si ness) a hatnsJ of the bnglish, thi.' ridicule 
of the colonized native, the so lypical savage (as in “Vue 


d'ailk'urs,'' by Ck’-nys Arcand, in A^iudn^d ru fxtr...). The 
territory of difference literally melts into that of the generic 
Qu^bdrois sc^arching ftir his origins, ptTniciously common- 
place origins wht're,^ Rt be sure, others dii exist, hut only in the 
margins, like a reference w^hen the need arises. 

In my view, the multiple |.v>siti[>rLs sancliuning the* histon- 
cfll status of the olher as eccentric subject constitute a major 
stake in the un^lerstanding of the complexity of the debate 
tiver identity and difference in society Whal fen^inist thivrv 
has pul im the agenda of the deKHe ovtT the represcmtation of 
the t>lher in the traditional social order, is the implacable 
urgency of thinking difference within difference. The ■Clthef 
woman is not one, bul many. Her relatitNishi^'^ to tiiffertmee 
are at otHv an ais^thdic and a p(?litical relationship They are 
aesthetic to (he extent that ihe other- w'oman is, on the one 
hand, ihe ob^vl of a specific represi-ntatiijn (sexual, raciall, 
and, on tht‘ olher, ihe objtx't of a s^nial and cultural represen- 
tatiEPn that qui*stions relationships to legitimacy and authority 
involving the construction of genders. As TE.'res^i de I ^luretis 
quite justifiably underlines in an at tempi to understand how 
gender (as the marking of s<.'xual difference) is also a repre- 
sentation, it is alstp nt.*cessary to grasp gender a.s it is decon- 
structed.*^ In the same w'ay that gender relatii>ns iix^erstep the 
limits of the female body, the issue ot alterity goes beyond the 
simple i?ne of a typically feminine or masculine essence, 
(hiTt^y permitting the optming up of a debate i>ixt I hi- 
bilities for difference in an identificafory process 

It is in this senses that speaking of the piisilit>n of the i>tlwr 
from a kiuinist perspt'ctive is precisely li’p refuse to enJona.’ 
an exclusively essentia list vision oul of w^hich. m^ire often 
than nol, a "'romantic” reprc*Mmtation of the other- woman 
emerges. AEthtiugh historical and psychoanalytic discoursr'^ 
have attempUxJ to marginalize woman as the tlerital other, 
feminist critique can not dins:! itM'lf to (he fact tha( women 
are defined as an i^M-nce <,>pprsi\1 to masculine identity To 
the contrary^ it must focus on ihe discursnc reprt~sentatiorks 
I hat have contributed k> legitimating altcritv in a psvcho- bio- 
logical and non-pi>littcal basis. Alterity is nt> mi>rc biological 
than existential: it is first and foremost pilltical. It rclers to an 
exotic construction of difference that aims al making the 
absent biniy a unique reference: that which the male gaze 
institutes as the offidal represcmlation of what woman is. ft 
Icgilimaft^ an aiifhoritarian represen la tiim of sc^xuat and 
racial difference, ihe objeci I'pf w'hiih is hxunsolidate relations 
of piwer. 

Quebtx' films pt^rpxluate a discursix e pililics lhal w^ants at 
all c^rsls to make the space of the other jusl another enurnLia- 
fix'e space, one that pro^vts a male subjivt in tempera rv exile 
Rather than rts.i}gni/ing the gender relations embedded in 
cirtemafographic discourses, Quebts: 'buddy -buddy films” 
level se^xiial differenct's under a universal laK-l. B*.'ing other 
does nol email wc^rking in the shadows, To the contrary, it 
involvt-s confnmting the authonlanan conslruclkm of one's 
own sexual diffemnee. The alleritv tk women must bv ynder- 
stixd as an event, a vefilahleMHicHpilitical process of msenp- 

1 X Thus, "bit i^ifndcf llkr Ihi.' rx^^al, ».■* Iinlv thr I hiI n.’pn^'nEaiEiLm hvi 
j]sii wtui mriJinn ■Ti.pE^mlr di*> ^ pufi^nlidl Ir^uma whai h 

t.'an mpturL- or jJ fiivi ^xmEJin, .iiiv rL-p«n^Tiij|iEiin~ Uii- ( 
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tior vf M'xunl difl^i'rviW- This implit^ ^ct’L'ptjrice of ihv fatl 
thji the feminist subject is fllw^ys \n movtini.-nt. iruressjnlly 
se^rchiny; for new sites for spet'chn for new retferentifll stfi^te- 
gies to her dilfereniv Uw non'identityh Bui khis work ir^ 
not onlv concerned w-ith W'tjfnen's rt‘ljitu!m lo iheir own beni- 
ies, to her own sp«ce, hut equally with the relations that link 
the^^^her^womarL ihi^ hLstoiicah political and eamomic con- 
^ncture of ]990s- Quebt< wKiety. 


Thr films of Lea Pool: 

The other Other 

What can be said of the work i»f Ij^a I Vw^l with respect lo the 
iSuSm- of idtulity and difference in the context of Quebiv from 
| 9 ft 0 tol 9 W? 

Few women fTom Quebec tan attain "^conimerciaT' visibili- 
ty in the film industry, Whnlt is more, it was not until the 
l^fSOs that female einematographers entered the seventh art's 
mecca: fealufe length drama Very few of them number 
among the chc^sen: Anue-C laire Fo'ihef^ Micheline Lanctol, 
Marquise Lepage^ and, most of all, L^a ^^'w:>l- Pool is the 
female cirtematsigrapher who received the most support fnun 
the agencies Kmding I he film industry in Quebec dunng Iht' 
l9^Js. In effect, Vw] enjtiys a privilyged stalufi in Quebec cin- 
ematography: five feature length films, a documentary ^ and a 
co-directorship, "Rispondelemi," t^ne of the sketches in 
MevU roif rji fvr (1^13. She is th<.^ imly Quebt'c film maker to 
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have her films played in commercial cinemas, w-^hile also 
piercing the festival circuit, a nt>i negligible factor in making 
the grade. 

In light of its success, Piiors work could not help drawing 
attenti<.m tip K‘tx>mjng the object of film criticism and 

academic analysis. In efftS-i^ with wd\at little inleresi there is 
for the state of dramatic film production in Quebec during the 
l*Wi>s, t*ool is unavoidably one of those uptm whom we must 
rely. Pwil's w^ork benefiud I mm a pnvmotional locomotive, m 
to speak, w'hich (operated on two fronts: firstly, the fallout of 
the feminLsl movement and its di.scourse; then, the efflores- 
cence of QueKc dmtna in the lUSt>s in the amtext of betti-^r 
market amditions (as demonstrated by her last thrtv feature 
til ms — Amir Tris/rr, l"Ws; A ivrdu, Li DrrfiLTPscffr 
SiJiawyr, w'hich w^ere international 0 . 1 - prin.! unions), as 

wo\] as a sharp inen^ase in the priduciiivn of dramatic films in 
Que-bet . 

Whence the ambiguity and the danger of reading loo 
much into Pi>i>l's w»rk. As the only wi>man making feature 
films m (Juebec, Pwd is the [’ph^x’l of a double recognition — 
by feminists and by histonans, each making her K-ar, in lum^ 
(he mantle and the flame of the harbinger of a Qui^becois 
''feminist /feminine’’ dnema. In this lighi, her hi ms, sts."uri'!y 
anchored in a universe of intirnacy, willingly anti -engaged 
and anti-accusatory, defuse all the pcplitical and ideological 
connotations tradilii^nally assix^iated w'lth the feminist i.lc'n'U" 
mentarv film pToji*Ct in Quebec. Others, that is, fern ini sis, 
hard pressed to find a poiill of feminist enunciation w'lthln a 
malednimali^graphic scene, have -seen m Psk^I's work a cine- 
ma of the ^other"J‘* affixLxi to a universe defined as feminine'. 
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As such, ihkiugK il has rw>( ri.*cagriijred u true ciiliquc of male- 
ftTOjIe n'l^liom in her work^ teminist criticism views it as (he 
espfi’wion uf a conjugaEiun of a dnema At oucc by- for and 
with women. 


For my part, I prefer to view’ PcktI's cinefnatic trajech^rv Ab 
a cinema of paradox, continually vacillaling bt*fween the 
di'Tiire for a *"sexua] difference" and thi' representalion of a 
''jiexiial indiffererirce.*^*' tVpol's work neatly fits inlo anexislen^ 
tial mode of treating identilvF w^here^ in the final analysis, (ht^ 
un-said surfaces as the expn?ssion of the ap>littcal nature of 
male-female mlahons. In kxiking more ckisely at PtK>rs films, 
it is ptJssihle lo retrace ihe tensicuis underlying an enuncialive 
position which, while articulating itself through female char- 
aciers, paradt^xically defines, the alterity of WEvmv'n hy render- 
ing women's bodies transparent, thereby maintaining the 
otht‘r in an tndifferenl spaw. 

In this sense, Potd's work agrees^ w^ell with the spirit ui an 
ideohpgkal disic.XHjrM.' tif a national film prt>duct I hat dot^s not 
addrt^ the issues of differeni.'e and identity in Quebec scxiely. 
At a timt‘ when feminism is kxiking at itself from the inside, 
w^hen feminism is withdrawing more and more from the pubik 
sphere in t^rder to live in a scxalled individual private hem 
and now, the discourse on ihe represi.mtation of the olher- 
woman is necessarily paying the price, par- 



ticularly as it marLifestid in the construction 
of a repn^mtalion that mamtains w^mven in 
an tim) possible and indefinite pifsition. 

Whether il is in 5lrjss Ca/C or in fji fVmwc 
ifr f TrnfeJ, w’lmien always appear out of time, 
out t>l place, abistoncal, almk^l immaterial. 
As such, the refusal lo signify place and the 
confusion of sites t>f recognition — for 
example, tlije tjbvious appeal ol conslituling 
a universal rather th»in a pa nicular Individ - 
uality by continually resituating the reLa- 
Lionships btiw'tvn charatiers in a universe 


14 Cf .. Mjry U-jn "tfii Frifiinii' 

j.nJ wiiKTH'P -^ nim m m Uurivi 

TW pp 4**-*2 rhi:TU);li i.4 

Ihr ^jTTW thc-iirencjil I jm umtig IwtsmiitX 

cinemj, jllfrilyl, Cifn-n Ihe |switivilv ipt 

tilnn^ pyi rth- u Urly !m JVwmr ir I'hiitfi m 
Jevthiptoj; j MibyL't^iw An^i li'fnmiM ^re in 
L'lm-Ttui hiiT * iTitk-*! ii'fnmiU ix^’.fxilivt Sji^ LturaWy 
¥>arli. st-ii' j[\«i [jhi^ I I'dl liefer, “l ya 
GyTM'iitFP'fc.'" m I (id. > un {^hiM 

Cmffm. Lisl l-irwinu Mic hi^n S4d!te Uno'orsfclv 
I'W'L pp lll fVI, EXfik^k- "AiutyM.- iipe<.-irjik' 

jukiur lie b rK-priHA'n EiHitin Jr h KTnmy," m C Ckatml, M L^hiuLhi-. t> 
r VerfTf^npiiu > Ir Cjifrwj no lifS MenETyjl 

CiiKwiJlhcuLit- tPL^. |«HS. pp 12-^7 dlMH twa tw Bri-riUj 

ijipp.t4"ltitKw dejilinft wiEtt lhf> jfMtyM.\i4’ Irpnipi™- wntinp in Ihe w»irk el 
■'RTOlhU IjitlKUJKi’ fi'u^rpuif Jmj CjiJv" tn W.t. \\vv> .ind M 

Dt^rlanij <eyi> I rfnJ .Mike'jHx" i’Jt Cf r^ial fljfiJ 

f ^pr,r^-hm rn Rfm ytW Medwle^te tkiWii JliiPav pp 

77-*?^: aitil “Ttx' Search Ic^r Viinze ij Ftmmt Jt m IXtit Vri^tniuxu, 

Mk'thH [Xkftjnd ;iEkJ Srfh ^nfUtman (cd't I JluiTt.xwr' CiPkTtM iarndk^ rf 


I rd Pcpvl'f A Carps rVidn 


linaJun dn4 Cruepw. ML^tloul MjLiiliaii-vii- tXjblicjtien^, 1^7, pp. 


27iv:si 


1S Ilk' L-aurtiis I'spbin^ Elut "'spiuaI Jiiknfn^v' \s i he kirm eE c*xki-p- 

tual pjrjdm yLirrirspipnLlih:^ in wh-iE o in effwE a ri.'jl CLiPiEtidiOLipn m 
wi'MTHi'nfV Irve*^- thi.“ tyrm aE I'lfipfe lkI a ■m'h.ujiI r i(iii^i-iifni.Ti Jin,'. iit hjnl, 

M'iiTk‘thm|!^ JifktL-ni Inwii ppenS JFid el jinJpffirp.ojn' I Wiiimt-n an’, er 

wanE. Etie '^me nx'Ti'' i E Wi p I SS) 


II i<«t 1 3 


FaoVi Triftlti' 


oi intimacy — the inscriplinn ot diffvrt-ncL% IhM XK 

k-n>f\t:cs in the rclariim^ between the sexes, mt^re and more 
difficult, 

Moreover, in miudnf? the space at the other to i^n erotic 
space, if not to an tmagined entile, that is, an identified iory 
quest which takes the form of a dreamlike expri^sion. Pool's 
films deny tht' pt>sitivity' of ihe position of woman*as-other 
for A feminist practice. Her films mask fhe other — leaving 
only the "they" ("elles'') w tK> infinitely superimpose them- 
selves on their doubles. To he sure, women art^ present in 
Fool s films, iuM as men are, but their representation can 
hardly K- considerx'd as a call for a female ga/e, one whieh 
would allow for an enunciative strategy likely tts break with 
the conventions of a male ga/e. 

In sum, the reprc^senlation of w'omen in Fool s films is 
such that it strikes me as impiissihle lo say w'helher her tri-at- 
mens breaks with or at least foih iraditional SfL-ad slereti- 
typed? references to women in film. To the contrary, when 
confronted with the ri>mantk triangles in Anm^ TnshT {JMShS 
and corps irjcnfa when i>ne comes up against the 

nature id the relations between the women in f^ Ferrmrc 4e 
i%Me! (ISP845 and Amji- Tristfr, one is much closer to eternal 
clichi^ ahtvul the dangers of female- lem.iU" olalionships than 
to a real o jsi^mng for relalions betwis.^n women 


In films, i hough iIk other- woman is affirmed as the 

film's subject, she is never affimn'd as a social (knowing) sub- 
ject. Cioing from fji Fiwme dr rinhel ki Lr DiTwr^st'lfr 
(1*^11, women gradually hrse their alterity, ultimately, simply 
and Kii\ally becoming an abslrad ”other.'^ Heiic^-forth, there 
are no more classes; thi^re are only cases, There are nts longer 
ptwver relalions of men over women; tliere are i>n)y individu- 
al len.sions in w Inch similar figures are oppctsed to the ^me. 

1 have discTJSMxl elsewht're the extent to which the muling 
of woman as diflerent subject in PikpFs films is relakxi to her 
reprc^lation of sexuality **■ Whereas in Porcier's films the 
potenLe of sexuality expltxles in the gaire of the olher, for Ft»ol 
it is more a sexual apathy that afflicts womi.m. The women in 
her films Jo not proper! y speaking have a gendered body 
Their sexuality, difficultly assumed, tract's itself in a phantas- 
matie stale that erf an identity which, while constantly evok- 
ing the bontiers of myth and reality,*^ flirt^i more easily with 
the a-temporalily of myth. As such, the representation of 
women is amveyt'd by an appc^al lo a universal ga/c* — that 
of a single sex w'here, uliimately, any possibility ot inscribing 
rebtions of sexuality in a hand-to h^nd struggle with the 
potltical issue of sexual difference is blurred. Whereas U 
Ftmmr de IhitUi timidly openc-d the way tor, without ever 
fully doing so, a certain intenti<m to bix^ak from a nprt^mta^ 


Ilf js trjnspjrenci.% Annf' Tri^trr fol- 

lows a seri(?s of films binduubtedly devoted lo a 
represent of womni that flattens the pani^ii- 
Uhsm and the specificity of differenoe. With A^rtr 
Twister, At the same time as the maternal barriers 
between Alisi and Anne are low'ered. a wall of 
silence is built around a dangerous se^nuality — for 
all intenbi and purposes it Is tabtm. With fi^pect to 
A Cijrpfj perdu and La Demeii^h the sexuali- 

ty of women is irLsenK^J well within a conformist 
(hetemsexual) romantic ordcTn having all the 
appearances of a prescriptive siate. 

Thus, the women in l\ii,il's films are forever on 
the verge of dLsappeaiing. Their often ambiguous 
sexuality contributes to maintaining the coixiepHon 
of a feminine nature irremediably confimxf to the 
only pow'er available to it: seduction. Though 
Toots films cKxasionally flirt with a transgniissive 
female ga/e by hinting at lesbian relations between 
women (Jji Fcpn^rif dc ihSiiri, Anne Tri^ferK they 
ntn er succeed in pnwiding these w^omen w'ith the 
possibility of emandpating themselves from their 
own sexual apathy. Even lht>ugh two of her mt>sl 
recent films (f/c'pfef Chronidis^ RhjHirjdetam) allow 
hagmenls of a "^said to bi*" different He., li^sbian) 
sexuality to show through, the position of differ- 
etKC apprehended in its lotaliiy^ n^mains hushed, a 
polite and timid visiim tif the eccentric other. In this 
sense, her female characters confine Ihemselvis to a 
reassuring relativism, thereby eluding the psissibili- 
hes for yielding a representation of the other that is 
not the incarnation of a neutral, universal sub|ixt. 
As such, long as the bodies are fluid and the 
heads interchanged, all is possible. Immediately 
there follows a series iil variations on a single 
theme — the intimate drama of the existential 
s;[uesl - in w'hich the Olher, tij be sure, appears 
human, all tiH^ human. Thus, it has to be argued 
that Ttml s fiims elude the tensions bc^tw't'en repre- 
sentation and M"lf-represtmtation of sexual differ- 
ena^ in women's cinema. Her refusal to iniicnbe 
the oth*.‘r woman al the heart inf her filmic practice, 
to my mind discjualifies TtK^rs cinema as feminist. 
As I arguf^d, the representation and si^ll-nprt'scmta- 
tiun of a woman -as-olher promisi.^ the rew'orking 
of the relations 4>f alterity and difference, differ- 
ences that must bc^at the centre of a feminist enun- 
ciative position- 

Out of tht*se fragmentary diSiXiUfses on identi- 
ty, I have attempted to recreate the specific spa^'es 
of the riprmmt^tion of sexual difference. Taking 
fit>m the position of the olher defincxl as "eccen- 
trie subfcct,'' I want lo discern how two practices 
each dislinctly mark a cultural refusal to nx.tig- 
nijje the conditions of possibility i^f the other in 
the representation ol identity. Marked hv individ- 
ualist tendencies, the one deploys a dreamlike 
and imagirLary relation to identity (Forcier); the 
other displays an exi.stentialist relation to femi- 


ninity and an errant interiority. 

To amfront relations of identity and the difference of the petition of 
the other is to recognize, as Deleu ze puts it^ that '1he fi,x]!ricept I of alleri - 
tyl musi mean event, and no longer essence-"^'* In this sense, to ques- 
tion the relation of identity lo the pvisition of the olher-w^oman is to 
affirm that the n.pn.'sc^ntation of fhe of her is constituted in a movement 
tow^ards something, in tht' direction of something, and not in the inertia 
of an authoritarian discc^urse. Thus, altluMigh the representation of dif- 
ference effectively confronts the ineluctable character of the body's 
materiality^ thJs represc^ntation must equally accimnt for the complexi- 
ty of the hLstohcal, p(»litical and social relations that fashion ihe posi- 
tion of the other- woman in the specific i^xinjuiKture of the I'WOs. In this 
.sen-s^*, it is a matter of thinking the olber as a '"strategy of rc^fmmee/ 
that is, "'[as|...a value that not only refers to and derives from the pdii- 
ical di.scourses of feminism, but remains opn to revision hy them.'’^ 
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The Literature Off tee of the Ontario Arts Couned 
offers two separate granting prograrns for professional 
writers who are residents of Ontario. 

ARTS WRITERS 

This program offers assistance to magazine writers in the 
creation of criticism, commentary and essays on 
literature, the arts and media. 

WORKS-IN-PROGRESS 

This proQram offars assistance lo wcilers toco/nplsia 
booklsogth works-in-progress of liierary meril in 
poetry and prose. 

Deadfinesr January i , April 1 . duly i, October 1 i 
Application forms are available from: 

The Literature Office 
Ontario Arts Council 
1^1 8loor Street Wesl. Suite 500. 

Toronto, Ontario IM5S 1T6 
Telephone: (416) 96M660 
or toll-free in Oniario l-aOO-387-0058 
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CVirlvlon Lniver^ity 
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ytiu^ A slTcingtTH won^ sitting iickI ki me iind fell t>bliged tn chip through 
my Utile wall of ice by s^ivingn 'Tve he.irvi nKiul your hut lAe never aeLii<illy 

siTia oiK\,." I am lurt Iim^ ginni with strangers, wt I just kxikL-d Ai )<in- Hut, being the 
kind of pt^rsvin voii atw vou fXTsislL*d in iin ficcusing stirt tjf w'Ay, "Whv thiit?" Nnl 
unlike the nggTC?ssiveiy, whnl w.is Vi^ur liimour, nuiligrumt ur benign?", it's a 
difficult question to .inswer. Not thsit the ,inswer is unknown, it jus! s<i deptL-ssing 
thill one prefers U'^ st^ire ,ind respt>nd with a simple^ "VVcnild v<.hi mind |.>tissing the 
bufter?"' As 1 nervously applv bulter tL> nyv Ihumb and forefinger, I suear on Brian 
MuVroney's grave lhat I will neiier make anolher film. 
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StATFMENT one: t Jtijdrt ihjl Ihi' uAvvi^ 

^km pri>^;r.immes and f^'atureiilms with whkh it Lh 
shf^uld ri'ach liirgc CjinadiJii audit'rci'^ and whrrt^ ^wr 
blt\ t^iti larger audii’-nct's abriHid.*' 

Statement TWX>: 'Ti.ifhJrri t anailLi tu t^nvur^* adi'- 

qtiate fundinji* for Canadian prnsramnu-s thal dhplay a quiili- 
fy comparable to (he bt'sl indepc^ndcnt priuSuctions around 
the world To this end, Tvicfilm C anada is Mvkini; chalFenj; 
infi projecLs, innovative in iheir subfi'cl maner, that i nibt>dy 
contemporary' cinematic v'alui’s^ and a sBmnp cint-mahe v'lsiisn 
Generally ispeakinj^ such projtMs ituolve dishnetive htones. 
w ilh a strtinji> narrative, that are wrilten and dirci h d by 
Canadians I^nxiuctions thaE are disEinclivc and hi>;hly mm> 
vativc pnA'ide the hesE oppi>rtimit\ for success in EisJay s 
hi|;h ly antipciiti ve <.Tn. iron men E . " 

The first sEaEcment ct>mt's from Ihe leEE hand side of Ehe y*vf- 
petnally befuddled Canadian brain. It uses I he llarEild 
REibbins theory i>l iifualitaEive analysis which SEimethin^ 
like this, ‘ I am the world's best living auEhi>r becau^ I se|] ihe 
most botTks/" It s difficult to arj^ue with ih.M kind kt|;ic r iie 
setsind slatemenl comes from Ihe n^htdianci side of ih.il s-ime 
unftirtunali- brain: apart from the notion that the value of 
Canadian pro^^ramminj^ can only deEerinfned with refer- 
ent e Jo the preniuctions of tviher ct^unlries and despite tht^ 
bfisid application of cinematic lemiinLilo^v uscsi to define fhe 
desirable tjualitit^ of btuh cinema autf televisionn there is 
implicit in this sc*rond statemeni (he curious belief that a 
Canadian audience will actually rt^itx^nd to innovati%e suh- 
K‘Xl matti.*?, contemptirary cinematic valuta and strEmj; cine- 
matic vision 


by Witliam D. MarC^ilHvrjiy 


Toi^lay is anEither day, r\ e made yet another liEm and yim 
h.U f Wwnu- vcr> iiisisdni. k,ither ituii usk fi>r iKi' buttii-, I 
hill tr>- hi dnfiwii vmir qucstiifn. VMiy hiive vmi novir nvn 

mv films? 


Within uniups ihif*’ arc t>lu-n •,ub-^ri>ups Within 
htill murv, jn^i I ht‘liirt|L> to ,i wry Klio>yrt«.TiitiL' ^roiip williin 
!h.- enli'fl.iinmfnl iTiilu-itry. We ,in.' fundi«d bv thf t'jiw Ji^n 
j;ot I’mint'nt lo Iry to crmU’ lht‘ iltusion Ihji lin^lish'^p.'<ikiii)^ 
hjs .1 islronj; And vil.il film ,ind Moviviin lultun-. 
t hift AKiimy, the LliArgi<d with crt'Alinj; 

this illusiiin IS Ti'lflilm CaiiaJa. Thi- (onlusioti it fwls iihoul 
its mAn^Jiiti' tjn bo toutf J in tho vp,n:e hHwt't'n two iit.iii‘- 
mi'flts ivnttiti in onr of a seriw of be.iulilults' bounj TLins — 
this, for Ih*- yc.ir IWt)- 1 'Wl . 


Ti'k'tilm C.inAJii swnis to bolit'Vf th.il iht' nwr- 

■1^1? (.cin.idi,in tilni-)^iK'i‘, and hi‘r post-puK'sci'nl bi-^iu, |js<in, 
stAmiiny* in the IocaI iOiili multi-pli’n Irving to botwivn 

SijjijiLf F.vJiTfHipwtor stjrhnj; Arnold ,ind fly.* Hyi- 
flfjrfs stArnnj;; soihwitil* whost* njnvi- dofiniloly rinRS no K>lis, 
v^ilt turn and s«iy, Hoy, Fas.’, I'm tin«d of Ihf rLMClionary, 
i^t, \ iolrnl whito supri*Tna.''ist A misfit' An ontorliiinmont w.* 
Hsu.itlv oflt popcorn to, lot's s^v .1 distinct ivi'ly Can.idijn film 
with rtmtompofAry cmcmAfic v.ilin-s, stronj; cimmatic i isiiin 
and oh, hoy look, it's writlon .imi dirwfod by .i woman and 
sftr s a C'An,idt.in, loo'" Assuming th.it such a con%’ors.ifion 
coiilil occur in jny Canadhin ni.ill, does Tolofilm .ulually 
boliovo th.it f.ison wilt lollow this wise and worldly woman 
into Iho obscurt* darknoss that .iivails llu-m, both in fho iho- 
iitrc and on tho scroon? 

Tho tiTnnicl Ivtwwn Tdofilm's rij-ht .ind loft homlsphon.-s 
rofloi’ts tho essential conflict within tho industry ilM^If Iho 
conundrum simply slakd like this: in tho infomiod. cul- 
turally .iWAro world that woiihisionists inh.ihil, tho m.ikiii); of 
a dislinctivoly IL'anjdi.in pro^trammo is ,i j-ood .ind hon- 
our-ihlo thin;; to do. However, tho olht-r twonlv-odd million 
hn^lish-spoakinp (. .inadians, ,inj tho ]:>ovornmoiil that ropro- 
sc’nls' ihotn couldn't c.iri‘ k'ss, IVoll, to bo brutally honosl, 
thoy .im dowrrijtht hostile: particularly tho ^'ovvriimonl. 

Tho vast majonly [it tho Canadians who "j^o to tho movii-s' 
aro botwot rt thirlivn and twi nty-fivo Thoir ido.i of historv is 
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'yi?sterddy/ Their idea of culturv is, in tht cjim* uf Simall 
fiilturv, the Cowlxjy Junkit?s as ijppctM'd to Madonna In the 
case of a larp^c they might turn lu one of the cultural 
venues readily available in Canada. PBS, fur in^iance, is 
brought to them fri>m Detroit — fur a ?small monthly fiv. But 
this would be unusual because it seems ihal the vast inability 
of television viewers are not belween thift^vn and twenty - 
five. They are much older, 

They are more like ihe age of our Prime Minister and mivsl 
of the members of Parliament. Bnan and his ct^horts are chil- 
dren of the iniliah pre-tele visiion invasion. Trading comic 
books in dirty little iheatr^^s doflesi all over the country, they 
were raised on values best exemplified by Randolph S.'tJtt, 
John Wayne and^ as it turns out, Ronald Reagan. Brian's per- 
ception of the workings of our wonderfiil world was 
informed by thf>e larger than life, white patriarchs whose 
mistrust of thorse wfn^ ride a horse of a dillerenl colour has 
become the basis of much td ihe national and international 
agendas of tht^ country that created them, Is there any difler- 
ertce, then. K^wt^en that hUlr Brian of tlie forties watching a 
big s^'reen upon which a while man using Superior* technt3U>- 
gy shw>ts an effectively unarmed aboriginal person off a 
horse on some distant plain and the BIG BRIAN of the 
nineties watching a little screen, as even mt>re supenisr ti,%'h' 
nok>gy utorms a distant deserts women and children? And 
wouldn't any little boy who idolized Ronald Reagan give all 
he had, perhaps even his counlty, to be a deputy in the 
MarshaTs posse as he ruthlessly hunted dt^wn those wboi live 
outside the law ihe Marshal s law' ...the Marshuirs order 
...the VlarshaPs new* lespry order? Oh, to be able to blow' 
acTEiss the barrt^l of a smoking guni 

Those whose formative years pre-dale the i lolly iv^kI 
invasion i>l t'anada art^ now-^ far loo old to govern. But they 
are the ones w ho, in their inn<Hence. opened (he gate's lo w'el- 
come the twisted sense of humanity that Holly ivood has 
become and now, fifty years later, the invasion is nearing 
complehtm. 

And weart'tme with Ihecilien. In tact, as is widely kiu>wn. 
Holly wtKid considers Canada to be a part of its domestic mar* 
ket- Jusi ani>ther stale — a little larger than Texas Whene^ er 
Canadian governments move in the direction of legislating 
any defense against the impisrtatiEm of American films, the 
Marshak through his deputy, bludgitins the idea out of their 
heads- Brian Mulroney and the millions of ptx>ple he repre- 
sents have spiml their live's in (runt oi American mmie and 
television screens. They are comfortable with the man w'ilh 
the smt>king gun They accept as a given his right lo kill to 
acijuife what he has chosen to be his. 

Traditionally, English Canadian cinema, perhaps because 
it has never had even the remotest chance li> be profitabie in 
so hostile a market place, has attracted filmmakers and televi- 
sion priiductfs both in fiction and non-fiction whi>se world 
view has quite often tended to K' stimewhat more iO.>mplev 
than Hollywood's, The w'urks ihev have crealed have hevn 
com passionate and less inh'n.'stid in p3t>ts that turn on aclnm 
and reaction. They have fa^uunsi stories that ao' driven by* 
and examine the relationship between living, breathing 
human beings. The question c^f a 'butly count' is seldom 
addressed when discussing a C arudian film Ntibody w ho is 


interested in making a fortune ever seriously considered 
Canadian films or Canadian tetevision programming as an 
investment vehicle. Money can be made in Canada through 
mc>vii,s or television, but not with Canadian movies or lele^'i- 
sion 

Ours is, as s^jmetme noted, an invisible cinema. It bas been 
allowed to have access to a mere 3% of the screen time in 
Canadian iheatres 97% iif the time Canadians are watching 
Americans and iheir values IX'puty Bnan has slurt so many 
hi>les through our one public television netw'ork that it can't 
cumpt'ie with the American channels deliver'd so efficiently 
by Canadians on their cable systems and via sah'llite. Vet it is 
acknowledgisJ by many that motion pictures and (eleviiiion 
arc the two most impE>rtant cultural influences in modern 
western utilture. 

There was a lime, not iw long ago, when the process of 
cultunng was more individual. Of dturse it was nc^l a perfex:! 
system, and it could be said that Ihe child was not really a 
'partner' in ihe process; the home, school and church did not 
allow much in the w'ay of discourse and tended to encourage 
the acceptance of ihe wmrld as it was." Somew'here along the 
line thoughi culturing was replaced with consuming. Today 
children are not parlmers' in their culturing for an even more 
insidious reason; it happens in frt>nl of a machine whi^' sole 
function is to convince them to buy si>mething. And if I hey 
should stir ihemselves enough to w^anl a break from the 
machine, they go to the mall to stand in line behind Stephanie 
and Jason to buy the right (and the popcorns lo w'atch Arimld 
tin the big screen as he kills as many inferior people as prwsi- 
ble. Their culture, our culture, is now^ one of Ci>nsumption and 
thev have kwit much with who they are, and perhaps more 
impHirtant, le/iy thry' are. 

We have ceascxl to detine ouisetves in our own terms: on 
the radu>. two leaders of the Halifax black com muni I y use a 
nume made in Lt>s Angeles by a twenty-two- yea r-^dd him- 
maker as a basis for discussion abt^ut the meaning a so- 
called race no I in their town, a simplistic and romantic 
Hollywood movie about the mistreatment of the .North 
Amencan Indian is seen as a signal thal our sennety is bt-gm- 
ning to treat its indigenous peoples wilh respect; two 
American women on the big screen assume the absolute 
worst of all that is male, and tmbark on a suicidal rampage of 
v iolence, snidisnu depersi™li/ed sexuality and murder, aivd it 
is sc\id that furaffv wonwn in Canada Hiive btvn given a voice; 
there is debate over which of the two 'Canadian' anchormen 
on American television has been tlie mosl reassuring during 
the darkest days' ot the Deserl Storm; and Tony Orlando’s 
yells I w rib’htms are mindlessly lied on anything thal stands 
erect until our 'boys' come liEime having defendtni the pro- 
foundly irrational and dangerous American egii. 

We are denied our say in the changing culture of our 
natifin. Increasingly, w'c are becoming less tolerant of one 
another, ms ire violent within our borders, more aggressive 
outside fiur borders, more w'lllmg to use the minds and bod- 
ies oi others iot our immediate satisfaction With our steady 
diet of reactionary, sexist, violent, while supremacist 
American entertainment (to quote Stephanie} we have 
lH‘tx>me less mteresti.'d in the relati^mship bi^lween the charac- 
ters in Eiur Canadian story and, like any goEid Hollywood 
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Lift i'lriscfTs 

by Willi dm |1, MjirC'«p||ivrjy 


miH itv moa^ inlt-rcnted in (he Jttion. jnd the utkcontn Pliable 
aMctiori. 

The deputy has taken the la»- mu, his .mn 

hands, He relishes his pr,(*eT as he wrap, his hnneis an.und 
the warmth tif his political pistol Our body cmint is htartinft 
to chmh at an alarmins rau* as cilii-en kills citizen with the 
egocentric Irenzy that each has learned is normal And we 
heBin to beliesc in the myth of law and order from the top 
down rather than the hot tom up. And we be^jin to acci-pl con* 
fnintation rather than discourse, with violence as an accent 
able conclusion lt> disagm-menl And we begin to know as 
the marBinali/ed among us have always known, that out 
demiH-facy is a lie, that picwt-r den's indeed corrupt and that, 
perhaps, the only way to regain control of one's life is bv 
denying p,wer to first the deputy and then, perhaps, ihe 
Marshal himsell. 

Brian Mulroney has, after spending many years dtsman- 
tling (he already flawed superslrudure of our nation, begun 
calling for a UNITED CANADA. Is iheie, in his mind, and 
now pThaps our own, any difference betwi-en this UNITFD 
CANADA and ihal UMTIiD STATES’ It has bctu a sIowct, 
more sublle ^iccupation than the killing and maiming ivf hun- 
reds of thousands of another nation's pea.sanirs', but it has 
been a far more effective occupation Rather than merely 
killing our bodies they have made the much smarter, Jong- 
term invLS^mt'ril c>f dCLjuirinf; tiuf sciuls. 

The invasiLin/ assimilation is complete There are a few 
details to lake Care of: (he separation of Quebec fmm Canada, 
the complele economic ruin of the Atlantic provinces, the 
transfer of the manufacturing industry from cvnlral C anada 
to Metiito, the l^nal destruction of the family farm, llw flood- 
ing t>f the aboriginal home lands, and the aimplefe decima- 
tii>n of ih*- forests. Then — the final switching of our trade, 
transpirlation. cxonomic and, of course, cultural a his from 


east/wi-st' to north/stmrh ' Not to worry, the Marshal has 
hKcfepuly working im a\\ ui 

In a huge, plush, darkened. (cderalJy fundixl national ciiu- 
ina. Miilroney's personal, larger than life movie oimes to a 
cKise He mounts his horse to ride south to Hi Dorado, his 
g^Hid Wiirks w'elj: and truly done And, because, hke his boy- 
hiHid idol Ronald Reagan, he is now the hero, he turns, smiles 
and waves giMsd-bye. The audience of twenty-odd million sit- 
ting slightly to the north waves back slowlv in stunned 
silence. As the music wire subtly dissidves from our national 
anthem to si,melhiiig more tamiliar, the audience suspends 
its disbt'lief one last time and w atches the deputy ride slowly 
still ih to join his Marshal The image fades to nothing, and 
these not finally unified Canadians sit in absolute darkness 
trying desprately not to think. A statteresJ lew h»-gin lt> won- 
der w ho they will hi' - it the lights come up 

Across the street, in a dirty little theatre, them is a dimly 
projivti'd print of the film I sw ore I would never make mov- 
ing acrivs.s a slaimti and tatteri'd sen.'en and 1 am arriving to 
engage my audience in discussion. On my way into the 
house, I not ill' that the film is gnnding along toward its final 
(rami's and the proB>clionLst has fallen asleep in the biHith. My 
eyes adjust to thi- darkness and I try to judge how many pni- 
pie might have chitsen to see this curiously 'foiy>ign‘ film The 
credits come to a dose, the Iviuse lights come up and 1 stand 
ft' face my audience. There are ihrtv pople Mitmg m front of 
me One is a graduate student Another is her protessor of 
film Studies The third is a representative of Telefilm Canada 
making sure that the mandate' is being lulfilled He is not 
impressed with the numKrs and will make a lull rep>rt to 
ihedbutnibiiEiEiii 

tih yes, in answer to yt'ur ifuestion Vou are imt there Vou 
are sitting in the dark — acros,s the sfieet. 


t i^H itti 



Symptoms of Canada 


NATIONAL IDENTITY 

AND THE THEFT OF NATIONAL ENJOYMENT 


by K i e r a » K t o h o n t 


Thi’ probk-m of CiinadiJn national unity is ono nt identification; i e., of leading' a 
diverse collectivity to a niutual recc^gnition tif a shared relationship to something 
calk’d "the Nation/' VVe cannot say what this Nation-Thing "Canada" is exactly, but 
we say that it manif(?sts itself or thal it finds expression in "our way of life " This is 
true of identities in general. If you ask me w'hat it is that makes me Irish, i>r I a,sk you 
what it is thal makes you Canadian, we find that it's hard to say, exactly,' si> we 
resort tet listing to each other unique aspects of "our way of life"; our food, our 
music, our customs, our festivals, our forms of recreation, and so on- What we relate 
to one another are the ways in which our enjoyment is organized; the unique things 
that we enjt^y, thal others do not have. The "w'ay of life" of an ethnic group, a com- 
munity, or a nation, takes the form of an articulated constellation of bits of enjtry- 
ment: a discursive construction articulated around a central void; a Thing that resists 
definition. While it is impossible to say what this Thing is essentially, it is definitely 
there, because we can readily fKiint to cultural practices w here it is apparent as "the 
real thing" or "a Western Thing," some Thing thal is "just !sO Toronto." At Caribana 
last year "Island pride" was expressed in similar terms, Trinidadians sported T-shirts 
with the logo "It's a Trin. thing. You just wiiuldn't understand,’ kiembership is about 
having a shartxl relationship to this Thing; a Thing that exists only as enjt>yment 
incarnated The discourse of Canadian nationalism is concerned with Canadian 
National Enjiwment. It is an antagonistic discourse because it ischargc’d with allega- 
tions of theft, a theft of enjoyment. This charge of theft is voiced most explicitly at the 
moment by the Reform Partv. A parly spokesman at a recent convention in Ti>ronto 
began his address by saying; "Canada is being stolen from us. It's K-ing stolen by 
Quebeckers, by Ottawa bureaucrats, and by ethnics who won't join the mainstream' 
(W. Gardiner, Reform Parly exmvention, Markham, April Ihlh, I'WI ). 
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Ihf thL-mf of ihi-ft of idi'ntifv/t nunnu nl is nut s.tMv a 
coiHi-m of Iht? K*.fonn Party. It is ci’ntral tu th*- distuunio of 
natHWjlism iri AtvurdiiiB to iIh- national anthem 

an? always "standdnst on Ruanl' against pussihh- thnaK to 
our way of life Simeone or w.methLnf; is eonstantlv thn-aten- 
m** to "sti-fll" our enjoymenl. llie Frci- Trade ARrirment js 
dis^^ss^d in Urtns trf wMher and m whai wavs it threatens 
jnir Canadian enyiymeni — will ihe L'.S. drain uur Aonumv, 
take uur jobs, suftcH'ate uur culture? IVople who (ippusj 
immigration most otk-n du br^ausc- thev fear that it will 
alter the ethnic composition of the country, aiwl thus "endan- 
ger our way of life," And yet when we ask w hal is "The 
Canadian way ^if Ji/o?" it proves impossible to give anvihin*, 
li^* a definitive answer Tin- bt^l we can du is lo evam- 
plw ciil!tiMl praicticts is hich ^re typiiTJliv L jrtadi.ui/ as 
for example are poniayed in the lifewurlU of the characters 
Bub and Dcnift McKen/ie un SCTV <eh!f ur in (he adverlist- 
ments for Mul«>n.s Canadian beer; ie., the advertisements 
which bcRin: "In Canada, un Saturday ni^ht (on weekends in 
winter! youn^ people induce in a unique ritual, it's called 
struttmp your stuff" ("opi-ninR the cirttage " "(.oinB out with 
^hc boys !. The ads then depici •'lypical t anadiana" domt* 
uniquely Canadian things": dancing at a Cool Queen St. 
club; unloading a canue, chopping firewiKid, buying ice, cot- 
lage-ing; skiing, skating, tobogganing, hanging oul at the 
campsite, and im. ITie ads conclude: "Mulsons. Canaduin: 
what beer (read "what being Canadian") is all aKtut " 

What is interesting about these- advertisements is that thev 
madverlertly show the hollowness, the original "Ucfc" (of 
meaning) which underpins the identity "Canadian” it is 
nothing "essential": it is a contingent precarious identitv^ 


s*>mething s*x'ially constructed; a hegemonic construction 
omstructed in this instance by Molsons' advertising depart 
ment. Identity is a constellation of elements articulated 
together as momcmls of a discuursr- Discursively pnaluci-d 
idi^htw-s are amtingent, and ultimately precarious, because 
he elements of which they are cximprisc'd may be subject to 
different mmFs.ting (antagonistic) articulations The elements 
of the discourse- are ultimately arbitrary Oiw- doesn't neex-s- 
sarily have to be Canadian to engage in the activities depicted 
in the ads, does one? Americans, Swcsles. fapam-se, or mst 
about anyone might enjoy the same things. And we t:an also 
imagine Canadians who don't enjoy thc-se things but who are 
stilt t anadians, line could imagine other articulations of 
Hh,il Canada IS all about": a portrayal of the t-ntoyment of 
AtriTtc-st, Canbana, or the enjoyment of various Others not 
reprt-samftJ in the dominant articulatiomr a tiT^resc-nfathm of 
life (exjsrenc-e/enjoymentf?»on a Native Uc^we; a wife beat- 
en up by a drunken husband: isn't that equally "what beer 

is jIE abiiut?" 


JDENTlTV/EMjOYMfciNT 
AND ANTACONiSTiC tK El. ATION AI.iTY 

The Identity Canadian" or Que-becuis’ is given reUtionally 
It IS a siKialty constructed, historicalJv ixmlmgent identilv Its 
integrity as an identity is derived from its antagonistic rela- 
tions willudher identities, Identilic-s, such as "t anadian" and 
Qucbecois are hegemonic discourses That is, they are con- 
tingent historical articulations of diverse elements, the integri- 


ti 



tv Ijf which upiin \hvir jntd^oni^tic n-Utiipns wilh 

tithiT yunt]lii> The iiientirv' 'Cun^iJiaii" is f^ivcn by *hi' ways 
in whith il is ”niPi-likf-lht‘'U,S.''; ' by Jin tnunnrr- 

Jtion spf Jifferences "'the-ri?st-i;if-t artaJa." Identitii^ 

have no cs^c^tULV no iranshijih^ncal U\ed meaning. They are 
nipt pf L‘Cii riox? s 4iid elusive. The itieiililies "'Canadidn ’ and 
■ Onebeceis" are HtMting signlhei>H lii^d hjr e>iactly this rt^J- 
stiRn their teiTiptiraryH un-Keal nature they are hotly co^le^k‘d 
and tiereeSy di tended 

Thi-re are several importanl ol relationality acn^s 
which Hie current Canadian identity msis is constituted- The 
most promiiienl o\ these c\re the identity relations 
Canada/U.S.p Quebec/ the Rest of Canadan Canada/S’ative 
pv^iples. and Canadayethnic gmups or immigrants While 
these' axisv ot priHblematic relatiLinality appvir and are article 


lated pnliticallv as disiinct prohlemi completes, they shan*^ a 
bask dynamic. 

Tht^ salieni ditferences in ihe project ot identity construc- 
tion and maintenance art^ those ol^ "enyiyment."' i e., the frag- 
mented! and various practices, languagiN, symbiHsand ritoals, 
w hich ate laid claim to as the unique" as^st-cts ol ''our way of 
life"; soitieihing w^hieh "we" have which "they" do not; 
which “we" enjoy and which "they"* cannot understand nor 
appreciate. Hut possession of national enji>yment is tenuous; 
“thev"" always pitse a thnsit to it; their difterence threatens to 
steal our enyiyment Americani/alion threalens to steal our 
C anadian c^ijoyment of crime tm- rilies and harmonious eth- 
nic relations. Their "culture industry" threatens to rob us of 
our CuUurc^ Their unletlertd market hmt's would steal the 
enjviyment of i>ur medicart^ system, our seniors' retirement 
plans, and so on. The Rest ot C anada threatens to steal 
Quebec's enjoyment in the same way; it diet's not (cannot, 
S4ime would say> appreciate Quebec's ‘'dishnctiveiiess.” The 
Rest of Cannida t ru.sirates the Quebecois propeci to b*r ''maitres 
cKeJ? n-ous." English creeps into the Qoebet l emacukr, steaT 
ing iTenehness. A sign inspectorate and language ptslice is 
needl'd to keep the thiel at hay. Meanw hile, elements in the 
Rest csf Canada feel that Quebec is stealing its enh>ymeni 
bilinguals and francophone** alk'gecily get preferentiLil triat- 
menl in employment. Quebec, sav Mar dimers, gels more 
[xilitical clout and proportiimalely more (turn ils lair share of 
Federal translcr payments than the neglected Marilimes. 
V'ampirish Quebec teeds on the rich black oil blood of 
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in bjv 

w trjtjiiion^l Ijndv Tht- t'njnyment of our shiippin^ 
. y n of OUT br,..kf^,l W.wl of bran Ifakc^ is .onSot 
irfnn(itNj upon by bi|]nf>ua] paikd)>inf(? 

Tlio misl formulation of thn pmhium of .inUBonis- 

r t"'" 

mL V uprm iK- bonds- 

SJnt Iv "f his own 

man m "'1 ' ?“* '" 

ma^ into an (*^r( ht- is objtM.fyin#- h.msc lf simuliant^mslv, 
^ «lf tMMUsusnfss IS tho ri'lum (rt'flcction) from olhemuw 
mastL-r and fhi- Kmilsman aru ulH^^llaJlv unfreiv WhiH- thu 
:? iT''''"' -«hjU(ia.ion ho par,icipat«. in 

Jnd his bixom.nR a heinK-for-himsfif d,.p..„ds upon his 

Th frt^-s both himself and Ibe master fn,m 

m^nVof'E"" '*’ r' "7’*'’" For He,;eJ the aehiev,^ 

vTru^ e be released in dUk>ctical 

Mr^sie. The independent shape has no bsMoR in-iisc‘lf It 
must sub^srl its existence to the infinitv of the diffeixmce ' 

or ihmugh the fluiditv 

nr^ ‘''*®7“*’on <rf diffi.aiieespnxfH(iM individual exis- 

wlTn^lslTf places the tither 

orde Jo^ hi 'be simplicily of ,ts c.seniv l.i 

Ihi-r ft h. take place there must be an 

thhcr 6t^n^ ,^s^,|f must prcKwd to supeieixJe the Uher inde- 
pc-^™, K,nB i„ .K^hv k. ..,™, 

he c-sscmtial IvmK. in so Joins <* pme-c^sJs hi supercede ils 

h7tiJl^.h 7 T ■" ^‘>‘’>ciousnc^s: 

107, u7/( ir pp 

A aimplemenury formulation of this dynamic is derived 
n.m he l ] .sinaiysis of Lacan by Zi/c-k. \'amelv, the pn,b- 
I m of K‘!ationality with tin- Ohvr is that the t>ther is always 
0,7 ^ * fhc One This is so kv.iusc* wiihoui ihe Other 

hati-d and leai^d pm^cmee Ihicvitens to reveal ihis 

onsmal lack Hat rcsl and fear of the Other is, therc^oie, hatred 
^nd tear .i the i^-lf Hatred and (ear of OueKx's distinctive^ 
m-ss rrtkvts a hvir and hatted of Hh- rest of C anada's lack of 

ai.srirurlivt^nL^!, 

VVhat is hated .md feand about the Other is the Other's 
tnioyment ; i y., how the Other's existence is animated. Why 

Of he <kE“7r' 7“ bated? The enpoyment 

absnr t ^ "‘"'“nseiicy, pavariousne^s, or the 

feurd iniprohability of the enioymenl of the identity of the 

rnn t "ii^ ' t'^'s^lfoce/ enjoyment of the t’hhei 

ie77 fh'‘‘"" I r' "’'■ '"’"'""be void af .he 

f Ihi sixiai and iinderpinnin); our own existence/ 

c^dymemt. It dcx. this by prc^m.mg and confnmfin*. iheOn; 
identity with llie inhmtude of allernat.ve lorms of en^^iymenl 
^lu-winj that the form of life, the finjoyment, the icmvs in 
^ hich the exjstemv of the One is animated, is smipjy one wav 
of an inex^uslibie number and variety of wavs of existence 
(shows that our way of hfe' is not the only wav; th.it there 
IS no way Of saymj^ that it s the best wav; that our 

mear,nf,les^, Hie pre^se-nci .,f the Other is theretoiea amstanl 


source of existential an^st. 

^e sociai is ci.nsliluled as an anlasonistic turcefield of 
ar 77 -"i^ut-iiions of identities 

Kent upon the pdeiitificalion >pt elements which are nol-the- 
Identity; .,e a field of Otherness, outside of the idenmy 
which stands m antithetical relation to the identity The-se 
^her elements simuiUneousiy both c-emstil«te and nesrale the 
denuty, tha, is. while they are nc.c.sary lor negatively defi7 
rft ihe Identity ii.e.. the One is mil-thisOthef), they aa* simuL 
lanesiusly a threat to its mte-srily. How is this so? Bevausc the 
onsmal identity ..s a c.,ntiny,emt historical construction, a pn- 

m7 (ix'hal are ultimately arbitrarvf 

ments, m othi'T words, the identity has no c-ssence that Kives it 

p.f . r' i-sscne-e, lack 

Thl- "f >^>tial existence 

in t ** Otherness is a con.stant ^mliluJc>r ot this tjick 

7k,e7^'^‘' 'I"''''" JnKNf Jnd anomie. The 

e nniymen of a historical identity, i.e., the innumcTahle. social 

praemec». lanpuaKW, .si^-ns. ades which animate a txirtiemlar 
■dcntity, IS constantly under thn-at of hr-ing 
llie reiessary coexistence of Otherne'ss, be-eause- the eniov- 
meni ol the Other, or. rather, the infinitude of the difk-rti«- 
f parent in the Other s enjoyment, an infinitude which 
apFXdrs as the erthe-r's excels enrwmcmt. expeise^ ,he arb.trari* 
^ra^'u '"’f’^-bability, pixvarimisncis and 

I n 7 r “ *' prxijeclioM. or a displace, 

ment Jxvau^ c bated ,s the- lack, 

e absence of the' real UndcTpinning the existence e>f the One 

‘be- Olher, because, ihe-v would 

.ir;:;::; hatre7^ ' ■" r- 

At Ihe same time, ihis vcTy uitmitude ol diflemmce appar- 
ent in (he en^iyment of the Other, the exec^ss of eniovment 

7 7 'b*‘ consti- 

ciM which the emjovmeni eif the 

(.me can he extended and grow. We hale the either for the.r 
exce^ssive eii^iyment. and we desire the other for them exexws 
enKiymernt. Canadians expre-is dislike of Amemcans in le.nns 

7 77 ■i'*' -'Jb-Ki-dlv crass and 

vulgar. They overconsume shamek.ssiy and are uni.dv in 
Ihe en^iyment They are obese-. loud, wastefut. arrogant and 
I ul of eonlrol. Ouebeckers are disliked b*-cause of their 
excess l-re richness.'' 1 heir language is exclusive. They are 
promi^ uous, ^-xy, seductive. Their culture is too nch: ( ' ReM- 
-f K anaduins pi.nt to Quebexker's pe-nchan. for dining out 
I h777 7 7 xonfecliorHTV that they 

e7,ho7 ' T*’ bars open 

e Ihrtx aan T^nr public spaci^, their cities are exce-ssive7ll 

*in .v night clubs ,n I lull, just across the- river from orderly 
l.v 7 7""" -tb 

nd illi 17 " ^'^"-^’-^bKb.ly-decadent 

(.itui allunng) exce-ss, exismopolitan Parisian pretension. Jn the 

discourse ot racsm, immigrants toei are disliked in terms of 

hreeI7T"‘ ‘b‘- exotic customs, thc-.r 

l.irgt lamihe-s, ihem la/, ness, ihejr prom.semty. We accuse- 
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ihym nt IsPiifing drinking I'tvr .iini 

smirking dmigs. stealing tiur wnnifn nnd Lor^ 
rupling iHir vijuth. Rt'crnlly A sun inuni* 
grants hjvc biTn ctni.slnLUL'ttiJ in ti-rniLS an 
eiiccNN nf cTitnv, mo ft' procijioly. of jn 
eut*s?i of j.Yimin.il enfiT^ymt-nl. Chin.itownr 
we .ire mUir is run by secret stHivties 
Orgjiu/ed crime organises rt perverse 
Oriental I enjuiyment — drugs, gyn-ruiv 
rung, protf^nii^n rjckels tnr rc-stiiur^ints 
and clubs, prostitution rackets, sjx^ak- 
ensy's and gaming bouses, Asian gang- 
sters are piirtrayed in terms of their 
excess enirpvnienl — they all driv^e 
f^irstbes, keep wonu-n (possibly even 
while veomen") as slave’s, rule o\er empin-s, 
and stM>n. 

Wul il is ihis very excess which pt^rtains lo 
the olher's eni^Tvinenl which conslitutes the 
object field nl desire. TheS.ime qua Lilith which we 
hale in the ( Hher are ihi^se t|ualilies which we envy, 

W'hich we dt'sire- C. madia ns dtsi rt^ Amencans' supptis- 
edly higluT standards i^f living, lower laces, greater con 
irol over thdr electrtl repri^^ntatives Tlu- Reform farts-: tor 
example, is a vehicle w'hich structures Canadian desire m 
terms of a fantasy of Americans' excess en|4>ymenl. The 
Reform I'artv piirsut^ this fantasy by ci>nstnKtmg an etec- 
loral platform on the argument that if Canadians could have 
Americans exct^s enjtwm.ent — their taxation system, their 
systi'm oi government — it W4>uld till our I^itk. We ivould 
have fl new national erLioyment; Preston Manning's 'Sow 
Canada " Hut of course American enitiyment is no more 
Scx'ure than c irs. Americans fret that lht‘ir enHA'inont is bthng 
stolen by Japanese ci^mpetilioiir by drugs, by H lacks and 
fhspanii.'s. and they must pc^m^dically engage in sp^vtacular 
lynchings ol thievis^ such as No-riega and Saddam f lusscnn ht 
all.iv iht^' fears. The fulfitlment ol iht' keformers' dcsiire, the 
overlapping of hvo lacks, cannot cnn:slilu!e the Real: there 
will still be a t ack. Manning s “New t anada" w ill be under 
threat of N'ing stciler aw\^y by i>ther Others, and so Reformers 



a I SIP light 'feminists and hcpmosc^xuals"^ w'hii are allegedly 
stealing the enjinmenl of our nuclear families, 'low Isicl 
Blacks and Hispanics'" and "'Kgus refugix's"' w^ho sleal »pur 
hsiuseSj serxHC*,"s and w^eltan*. and '^ethnics who di^n l join Ihe 
ma instream The disiire for natii>nal eniisymenl cannot bo 
salisfiixi; il is always under threat by sipme Cither Thi^ magic 
knot of nationalism, tightening lo st]iK‘xye 4>ul the thievi-s of 
enjoy men I . lighlens until il disappears It cannot grasp Ihe 
V 4 >id. 

Otherness const ituti's tlu‘ field of adventure which suslains 
the vitality ol the enjoyment. 'existence oi the t me thhemt-ss 
is Ihe ii-hgxt dppmain ol desire, the fantasy ‘ipace t^t growth 
and dcyelopment. Kelalions t4>ward the Other are always 
ambivalent. At tvne and the ^ime moment the t>ther is artitm- 
lated as the thiei i>l Canada and simullantxmsly as constitut- 
ing Canada QiuTh.v and bilingualism makes Canada Canada, 
vis A vis t he LI .S. Sim ilarly , i mmi gra n t\ bri ng d n ersi I y w h ich 
adds to our nallunal enjoymenl. our "mosaic” which we 
pruudlv ditfertuitiate from the unw'holescpme stew ot the 


"melting pot.*' Caribana, Thai food, and the bustle of 
Chinatow'ji Ixxome intt-gral points of Canadian enjoyment. 

One as|HX’i 4 ^ ihis gn>wtb inio Ihe field of otherness is 
tHxxmiing ti> kn 4 iw itselt tn>m its refleclion fri^m 4Jtberness; 
where, in l^^canian terms, we seek from the t.^her affirmation 
of our enji>vnient and thus hide the Lack irom oursi-lves. 
Canadian*, derive enjoyment^ i.e., hiive their enjoyment 
allirmed, certifitd and approvisJ as authentic as it were, by 
stx'ing immigrants beC4>me more like themselves, but. ns Pie. 
rk>t indistinguishable, not the same as Ihx-mseh es. Tht* differ, 
ence must persist in order thal the reflectiim is from the 
Other. A a^ugcvselllement tirgani/ali4'^n in Toronh^ LUTTenlly 
runs an ad inviting Canadians lo play host to new arrivals. 
The slogan runs ""Shtiw a nc'w Canadian w'hat us i>ld 
^ anadians are made of"* Ci.e„ ha\e stimeone frspm a foreign 
country tell you how nice vtru are and what a W 4 mderful 
country vou've got) White anglophone L anadians get a kick 
out of seeing Blacks and Asians skating and skiing, asking 


t* E Jn i i«nH im i *ti 


Hit m whHhLT ihL-y hjve evi-r s.tn sn.,w KHjtu. whither or 
ni,t ttKv w,rU‘ViT Krl used h, ih,-«.|d, and «M>n Thesjhsf.u- 
lior ‘^‘■1''''^ !!■ tron, thi- iimlhbulion ol thisi- indrjUiors 
tow,ird fulfilling the dt^in- to liJI the lack tof mt'anini'l 
sirinf; thi. other eniuy.ns (he enji.vmi^t Canadian 
hfiv lhij> I riTvlon VlarninK would (have us hi-Ju vc, j| least, 

I ha I he would) wdeome immigrants regardless ol race or 
iTit^ Inurigration," says^ the Ritonn I’artv. “has h.vr and 
lan tv' again, a ^^,sitive siiurco of eamumic growth, cultural 
diversity, and siKial a-newal~ (i.e,, immigration is >si.konu 
J' en It contnbutes to our national itijovmentl. “The Keforin 
i artv Stands for the acceptance and integrahon of immigrants 
into the mainstmam of Catwdian life" juhateier lltat tsD and 
The Reform 1‘artv supports the principle that individuals 
and groups are tree to preserve their cultural henlage, usinu 
thitr own rt'sources" (i,e., immigration ami dillemncv is wel- 
come to the estunt to which it satisfies our disire to have our 
enjoy men I rtinfirmisl) Quebec separatists' approach to immi 
gration is esaclly the s.ime; 'We welamu- immigrants to the 
estent to which they shore up and protect guehes's eniov- 
ment (j.e that they an.* francophone and mmomicallv pro- 
ductive) 'We accept ditfereniv only to the en tent to which 
immigrants join the mainstream of Quebec socielv ' (learn 
hrench. educate their children through I rench, setlte m 

UuL’btit’, t'rc). 

Hut the dialectical encounter wilh the t>ther is never only 
on term.s dicta led by the master I he encounler with the other 
is antagonistic, and in placing the olhi-r wiihin the sc*(f, sub- 
h^iing the identity to the infinity of the ditfeience alters [he 
identity, llie diak*itica! encounter is playi*d out in terms of 
wars ol position, the amduel and outcome of which is unpn- 
ddermmed, though the slakes an* quite clear: at stake am the 
idi’ntit.i.s of the antagonists, ivhiTe "then ' become more like 
US HiniJ miirf Itkt- 

The current and coming phasi-s of the war ot position an- I 
would argue, characterised hy hegemonic struggles over 
imyiymirnt The central tronlier of antagonism will be one of 
defending and niapiuring our enjoyment which is bi'ine 
slo en by the oiIht," versus “developing a lu'w form of eniov 
menl. On the one side ol this frontier is a ainsi*n ative agen- 
ihi involving finding the Chher, scafK-goaling the t.lher as 
thiel of our enjoyment, and re^Jefining or idenltfving the iww 
community in coni rad istmiTion to it. Although bv no means 
exilusive to It, this IS most dearly the agenda at the con* of 
he Reform f arty's prog-cl, expressed in its manifesto Tfic 
(muhfr LiuWa, ,md in its po]idi*s on ti-deraksm, Nlin- 
gnahsrn and multicultiiralism. Hor the Rt'formers the .Sation- 
hing ‘ihe real Canada," "our way of Jile," "the Canadian 
way. how w'L* K-i'/do things here" is exmstructed hegi*m.m,. 
lally as something w h,ch has bi'come oicludisl and pollukd; 
whiih is in el flit being stolen aw'4v fri*m us, bv "Quebiv “ bv 
"i^hnics who do not assimilate," by "bogus" refugi-es, by 
t^tawa buriMui^ats." by "radical anti-familv feminists" and 

J Ilf nJhtT OfhLTh. 

As I have mdieateii aNwe the w'itch hunt for the ihief of 
enjoyment is echmd in Quebix:, amongst \alivin,, amongst 
racial and ithnic minorities, and manv groups who fwl with 
varying degnx^ of justification, that thev an- nol getting their 
fair Shan* of the action in Canada as it is curmnllv ainsliti.tid 


And. as i ha^e argutsJ, while they accuse* each other of the 
ttiift of each other's eniovment. paradoxicallv they (isik to the 
wirct, exc«s enjoyment which they impute to the Olher as 
thei^^si domain of th«r diNim; the source of ihe ii-storation 
of ihnr enyiymenl 'Who holds the hev to the n-soluhon of 
the national identity crisis; who can n-store our eti^wmi-nl 
they can, thosi* same others who .,re stealing n." C IvdeVVells 
for exampfe. says lhat tJ Quebec's excess enjoyment was 
sharixf, ,j Quebix: would accept that the other proyimx*s were 
asrxiual as Ilsi-lf, then we would N* happy It only the Rest of 
t anada had as stnwg a si nse of identify as Quelnx' has, then 
the country would not he breaking up t)n the other side 
guc^vkers say that it only we had that exci*ss enjtwment of 
t^ihtical fxiwer which Hw ( I ,*derat government of) the Ris.i of 
anada enjoys — j quasi sovereign distinctiveniss, more a>n- 
trol over immigration, more control oxer the hixJeral budget, 
more clout on the Supmme t ourl, pi>wer of vdo on constihi- 
lona! amendments - i.e., the enjoy mints demed/slolen 
^rom us at .Vli-ech Ijite, (hen we would happily be psirt of 
Canada, Both Quebeii>is and ri-.ts»Kanadians s,iv, it ive all 
nnJv had that spinal relationship with Hu- land which we sus- 
^x t .\Jtives of enjoying, even though ihosi* same .Vatives 
deny us our erjoymenl of golfing at Olui. and bv their niiituE 
drunkeniu-ss emfsirrass us oul ol enjiwing our citv stnvts, 
then we would ,i|] have a sense ot place If only we bad the 
prospi-rity of the Ammears, even though that pne*pi-ritv is 
stealing our jobs, gii/;ding our resounx-s. and would ti-.ive us 
to die iin the sidewalk and beg m the sltxxts. there would he 
no problem The same ambivalence and paradox is at the 
heart of the talk about immigrants m the nationalist dis- 
course: It only we had the dr.ie and the discplim- of the 
lapanese, (he mduslriousness and resourceful ness ol the 
(- fimis*- and the Asians, the easygoing-ni-ss and the “soul" ot 
the Hispanics and Blacks, those- very pix.ple who are making 
our houses urudfordable, taking our ,i*s. -KTOunging our wel- 
fare and making our stri*i‘ls un.safe, then we would not be m 
this mixH. 

The threat of discarding the Cither, bidding adieu to the 
Rest ol t anada. letting go ot QueK-c, shutting the diHir on 
immigrants, is a potent but empty ihti-at Then* is no letting 
gtv The centritugal ford's which we fear will east asunder 
ri-flixt more the incn'asdi tempo o( the spiral dance of the 
dialeitii in which the oppositional Others are mufuativ 
bound^ They cannot release each other, kxause (a) thev 
de^nJ ujxm the presc'ivv ol one another lor thi-ir inti.gniv 
and (b) their bound ariis and frontiers have hixn melkxJ intii 
one another, \o sixmer are the Imis ot solitude rixstaWished 
han they an- melted away ag^iin by the heal of the antagonis- 
lii Iriction of the w ars ot position. What gets suiked m|o the 
swirling vortex of the dialixtic and melkxJ down are those* 
elements of the symbohe orders of outdated enjoyments: 
Xlounlii's hats and uniiorms, ixilhs o| loyalty to the Qutvn. 

du i}%ivbvc ptilici - i^nurint Nti m>[vL>t-s N,iiivL^ 
racist and sivtanan institutions, "Official -language" Kmriers 
and an artitieial multisxilturalism that produces hyphenated 
Canadians, reilied tradilions as artifacts and controlkxJ com- 
mercali^ixJ s;>ectacli*s What ,s released and generafixl is a 
sumptuously r,ih, lusciously fruitful pastiche; a symbolic 
onier n-priM-nfing a new i-n^iymem - the work of Miclwwl 
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TbomstsTi Hi^hw^Vn Ojmel l^noijir Meshii, 

J(?i.in Fit^rrt* Lefebvre. Tht* m-w L^njtiynienl hndsi spAi’i,*, i^ind 
gro'w^s — iin St. Donis, in KtTi!iin)|lE^n, on Qutvn St- It gniwh, 
bill does rH>t thrive in hot-lu>uw.'d itnd entoreed condition^: 

iind g4wkewi At by the euriou^i In Ibt' amines oi ethnic 
clubs during Cjr.iViin, nr, when, like <L\inkinfl, it is I'sturli'ci 
^ion^ the CiJrdiner e\pres>w,iy by pi^lice wilh prdctked 
!>niik^, kept at a •^jledL'ilanee trom tht dly lest its exuberAna- 
prove in/ectinus. Hgl it nourishes in rwtaurjinis and e^^ftee 
shops, bars, dubs and speakeasies, m neighbourhoods, 
schtvlyards and bjseb.il] diamonds, lls growth is flgi>nal and 
lemtymg, often violent, sometimes sputtering oul in the dim 
ness of a crack house, sometime*?; tying bliMidied on the side- 
walk. The space of the new cm^tnymenl must be, and is, Idughi 
for — on the steps of the Royal t>ntarii> Vtusc'um, at the dt»irs 
of night clubs and on the slrc*t^ts of Halifax. It struggk*s for 
space in art gallent's and on KniksheU'cSr htr dbe^w roo'm on 
the strec^ls, a fair crack at the whip m the workplaLO, tor a 
place to eat, sleep, laugh, ]ove and die. for a place to call 
home, a site of enjoyment /existence 

the national identity crisis is anxiety laden besrausc' of a 
lag or a slippage between the melting dciwn i^l the old sym- 
bolic ordt'T and the produchon of the new. Canadians heCEimc 
aggressive and divisive over Moun ties' hats and mug-sh-otsot 
Her Majesty^ irtmicallv becaust.* thev claim them to be sym- 
bols ot unity in a country wherc^ such symkUs art^ rdali^ ely 
scarce. L'ndoubledly they are, or rather were, symbols ol 
national unity, but pertaining lo unity under a di^mmant 
hegemonic order that is rapidly disintegrating. Outdated 
symbols of exclusive disunifying enjoyment arc vanishing, 
leaving a yawning chasm. Canadians catch a glimpM' ot the 
abyss. V%'tk> are we, what are we doing iH'n.", are we en^wing 
ourselves? We desperately try to fill the gap, to cover the lack 
as quickly as pifssible It seems to me that the' lack cannot be 
covered stalely by legislation, by legal rational institutions 
such as the Charter or medicare. Unfortunately- human 
nghts, ht^spitals. and pensu^U-s just do not turn pts^pleon. The 
sluff ol desire which can fill the lack musi be amenable to lan- 
tasEiccon?;trLiction, it must be sublime. It must be sexy, hemic, 
majestic and wondeiiul, bul in new ways; able lo luel the fan- 
tasies of a very diverse spectrum of people. We need Mime 
new sublirm^ ^ibjects of identification and we nc'is.l to di> new 
lakes on our old ones. We need to work on. nwise and prc.>- 
dua^ a L'anadian tradition. 

In lighi of this the pKissibilily arises for a Federal adminis- 
tration lo prorniJte I he production the sublime obgs.ts oi 
identification, the symbtils which w^mld represent and give 
order to a new hegemonic pn^ieci. Such sym bills would act as 
nodal ptPinls, ^xnnls de capilon, anmnd which the clemenis 
could be articulated ihat w^ould quilt the new siK'ial fabric, 
that would gj%x* form h> a new organi/alion of en|i.iyment; a 
new imagirurv of community, i>r imagin.irii*s of c^mmiunities. 
radically different, but not "marktd'^ in sulx>rdmation to any 
centre. In other words^ an appropriate pri>jecl of political 
leadership al the pa*stmt juncture might N* to h^ster a new' 
political etiinomy of cultural product ion and distribution, to 
acti%vly st'ck out new symbols and artifacts representing the 
new' enjoyment. Thts may w'ell be an urgent task of po-litical 
leadership if one is ctmcerncd that Canadians increasingly 


tend to pursue their doire to- fill I he lack, to constnjct their 
fantasy in termi; of the ob|ixl domain of the Uniti^xl States - 
shopping, vacationing, watching t v. and vicariously fighting 
the Gulf War; ti.*nding tow'ards identification wilh the Other 
as a .‘ilrategv for dealing with the irauma of the lack. 

Such a psijecl is not diffitull to conceive. One ta<.1ic mighi 
be a vigortHJs pursuit of interna titpnally visible spectack*sspoi- 
lighting Canada In an example w hich C anada might follow, 
Spain hopes that the Barcelona Olympic Ciames w'ill knit 
Catalunya, one* of Spain's many ec^uivalents of Quebec, more 
firmly intti the fabric of the nation. Canada might cultivate 
some hertpc^s. Bim h>hnson w'as ornv placid under tremendous^ 
pnsisure lo merit the pedestal on which he w"a?h torced lo stand 
as a sign oi ihe Nation, aru,± w hen he fell, a vklim of the slrain 
of our hx-UMd national desire, the trusi rated rage ot a natk>n 
anxknis about its impilence i.vas venhd uj.xi-n him A Fideriil 
government might give more resources and hpt>nsorship to 
artists. Commissioning w^orks which seek kr rcpn.*simt the new 
Lommunity, inviting forums of artists, and public torum^ trom 
across the spectrum lo conceive of reprvsc'n tat ions of oof inXil- 
iective enjoyment. There were traces tpf this in the Spicer 
Commission. Keith Spicer intuitively Lippt*an.d lo know what 
was needed — a p-ietry of the Natk>n. lie should have been 
given free reign h> find it or to let pcspple write ll. Instead any 
fXM’try w'as apparenlly ruthlessly sniifteil out by the ix>ld eye 
and the mtcrhanical hand ot Itu* bun^aucTacy Ttople urgently 
ntvil such a poetics, a symtH>lic repris^mlalion i>t enjoymenl. 
We grope frantically to represent our etijoynTtent, sornetim^'s 
with ludicams results: the world's biggest gspoM* aJ, the 
w'i>r3dTs biggest miHise tMiHiM' lawk the w^irld's biggtsil nickel 
{Sudbury), the w'orld's biggt'sl ptmigie! currently under a>n- 
struction outside some prairie towm. F d mo n Ionia ns have a 
cathedral of consumptive enjoyment, the world's biggest 
shopping mall, and TorontEmians proclaim their enjtpymenl lo 
ihe w'orld with the twin absurdities, the world's tallesl I ret' 
standing erection and the world's largt'sl moving structure. 
While M>me of ihese sublime obiLcrls unequimcally pruxlaim a 
nightmarish state of coipi^rate ttvhnocraiic excess and aeslhel- 
ic wasteland it is inapprsipriate to scorn them, as thev also rc'p- 
ri'M'iil an in^ estmeni ol desire in a st'arch tor pride and identi- 
ty Giant pi^ogies and stvinng cipnirete peniscs tn^m the top of 
which \o\i can set- New' \ ork art' fanlcisy v ehicles w'hich struc- 
ture desire tor many iirdinary Canadians. The qui'stion which 
Federal Canadian leaders might ask is w hether and how 
should they intervene' in the realm of fantasy. It has buxin done 
betore w'lth M>me success — iht' Maple l_eal flag replaci.'d ihi' 
red ensign, "O Canada’' replaced "God Save the Queen" as the 
national anthem hi Ah are^ drlificially fabricati-d nixlal points 
ol Ihe symbolic order representing the new enjoyment. 
C Granted they are not entirely successful as the sublime objects 
of inclusive national ianta?;ies, but they are to a surprising 
degree, k it possible to cultivate more? The train, a modem 
fantasy vehicle par excel lence, and one which literally and 
melaphoncallv ran like a central thread through the entire fab- 
ric oi Canadian stH’ietv, might hav'e been used as il is in 
tun^pi^ to draw kigether Umdon, Fans, Hmssi^ls, Frankfurt^ 
elc, in the ysilchwork of the Butopcan Community- Inslead, 
the national vandal , the most iinpt>pular elected leader in 
1 %-orld history, cut il up. 
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iThjj:^ H'.int liMdcrship jnd t<iiri‘.imTjiii' nnn'iddini‘?,s 
mjkt's It \,ki'\y thjt .1 pri.|nvt oi .1 m w p%>(ilital ininomy nf 
tuUurf i rnjiwhr>i trL.m Ihf top down wtiuld K‘ ftnmlt rprtv 
dmtiv*. h iht fi jn rttfrfnativi- strjk‘ftv to nxorilitwh- n.ilior- 
al Ltiioymcrt? Ft slriki-s mt- that ihv alUTnatiie is aFruadv 
Pllr^u.^. Canadians aln-adv working out thi- p,„b- 
OF nadonal id.^ntUy, in iht- sttwts. in thv woripLm.s, m 
Iwrs and in tKdn*.ms across the country when.' racwllv and 
dhnif.illy imueii nci,;Kb<rijrs and Wrs stnijysU- for itiutual 
respect, corsliHitinK the torms of a now enjoyment on an 
everyday Ktsis. Tin* staki-s lor a m-iv p,rjiltca( iwnumv ol t-ul- 
Fure an already heinj; hiUf-hl lor in the wars of i^rsition for 
tncJusion in Hw‘ m-w Canada. fV^haps a hegemonic task is one 
o A iLU Jhn}5 ihv ek'rrifnl^ tu torm an whvrt^ di^- 

ndi, nlly AT^lAfi^imisUc A 

of the new teft mi^ht be one of NOT forming a new commu. 
nity, hut actively de-forimnj; ht'Kemonic pnijtvlsof mvajimarv 
construclion; res, shnR efforts to foist upm the social versions 
o community invariably hasisJ on esdudiii); someOtherls} 
i-Kistm); as elements wnttiin that wry commonily. The hege- 
monic task may be one of contimiinit the practice t*f prei ent- 
mf. the siiturinw of the social, and subverfinR the elforts at 
lotalizalion, preserving the dynamism of radical mdeter- 
rnin.ihililv. 


Symptoms ot Canada; 

The Hnloyment of Hnti u r.i ncc 

'Sticiety diHSn'I esisi," Zi/vii. s.iys, "and the jew' is its svmp' 
tone In other words, "vicietV' is a p^srarious constellation 
o( discmrsive tormalions, suspended in an infinite spaw/time 
conlmutim, carvt^i out of a tidd ol differences, and all of our 
most determined elforts lo sulure ot to totahw Ihe s*Kial 
trnm ngorous mcsJerri scimee. to pi-fvasiw comm.Kfitication 
and hiinaucratic administration, are doomed to lailure. 
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l£nn?sto Lacliiu cdncurM "'.iriy stnicturnil hyslem...is jlw.iys 
Mjrrny.ndeil bv fln ivf mcviniri);' whk'li it unjblie k> 

mflsier. . . .avnsLX|iJt‘nHy '"s 4 Kivly'' Js j uniLiry and mk ifi^ibW 
that grounds il:^ own p,irtia] pftVL'sse? is an 
l\'" Fi>r I his rtMsimr I jcIju and wt? need to study 

not what stx-iely ss, hut what il never is able kj becivme The 
jew, as the hisloneal scapegoat h>r these tailed pi^^-ets ot 
suturing and totali/alion, all the tiitile ellorts to dnmesthate 
the tield ot differentx^r the symptoTn ot this iion'eMsfence 
and iTOpiJssihility ot stKiiety. 

Similarly, one might siy that C anada dix^sn't exist, and 
thal the Sikh MiTUntie is one ot its symptoms. The Nation..' 
Thing is a void around whieh enjiiyment is struelured and 
organi/tx.1. I have inillined thnx^ taei"s ot the tu'gemonie prt>- 
jeets responding the non-existeneo ot C aiiada; tail he reac- 
tionary nationalism ol the ketorm Farty and Qt^ebcxxns st‘pa~ 
ratists. who are attempting to force the Nation inhy piwilive 
existence' thmiigh a hard, conseixative sutuhng of the wKial. 
<b) The Libt^al, centrist project, which broadly collects the 
ihriH' main political parties in an effort to practice a Itx^ser 
suturing, a suturing around an 'implant' <a revised 
Ccinsiitution, a Scxial Charteri hut w'hach faces the pilitiCnil. 





tH^emnnic tasi uf invcsiir^ it with suhlinit.qua],ik-s s,, thal it 

l‘L“, j 

Sion of Jtit'mpis suturing Ihu M>cia|. a pmktt whirh _ 
™mj. lo think of il - maybi* diH^n't L'd to bt- 

cas. to 

■h.'?iru^‘o; «» ^■nk*vni..nt ,n 

I^ck ,rf Ca^d <^-*nad,an nationalisn, atv symptoms of th,- 

n.,HotialLsin is svmplom.itic’tS .1 
J!oun4Jjt3{>fij| imptssstbilit)^ of Nurunnj? ihe wNrijl ni . t 

nouIIi^M '“*• "v^t Cailda 

U^TantJT" r "^' have a p,,r. 

Ut-viianty lav, Canada doesn't enwf, b„t the symptoms ofiis 

Uck do, ft ,5 the partieularity of the symptoms of^ts laek that 

that ronstiruti, what (sCanad«n To repLse this n tims o 

a H^KsUon one might ask - what is it that is Cam^dian abou 

(he non-e^isten,^ of Canada? To K‘ sum we canntM jpve alj 

^swer to this *|ut^ti«n, wo cannot hope ihthor to iief the syit, 

al^ tl ’^1?”' *‘* "Canada- as ooposc-d It, 

\ltZ ~i - national community 
If Canada doft.n t exist, and a t anadiaii suhks-t d.wsn t 

symrv, ^ l-^sanian answer w^uld bo that 

sS t " n^Xhine The 

symf^om formation which organize, phcmonumal malitv thus 

feenrS 'f all-that Ihere-is And 

according to l,acan we must conceive of svmm 

Sinthnme, ih,t is. , si^nityin^j f.ifnsiiikm rHik^atojT'ith 

sjjrs or tnL l-4icanuin Nym|Hoiii: 


stams ot « ‘he radical tmtniogical 

s a u, ^t symptom: symptom coma-ivesi as sinthome^ li,. 
eraljy our only substanev, the only ptrsitive support of our 
^‘in^ the only po.m that gives consistency. tnX stihKvi 
n other words, symptom is the wav we. the sub^fs 
^Md madns.s', the- way weeWsomething (th "s^mp 

(ht binding of our enmyrnenf to a a-rtain signifyinij sym. 

st enoT*'"",:'"'' T"" ---- com 

radical dinmeitsion is iinK,und, it means literally the end 
he world- - the only alternative to the 
m thing: pure autism, a psychic suicide, surrender tn the 
dMth dnw even to the total destruction of the symK.lic 

ind of the psychi^nalytic pro«-ss is “identification with 
(hi symptom The analysis achieves its end when the 
pa lent ,s able to r«ogni/e, in the Rtvil of his symptom the 
only support of his being, f/izek 'H'tTS} 

The symptom is 'al|-that-thm>-is.' L.ican sa« Ti. . . . 

masksihe void and simuHantmusly, bv its ^nt^-itahh^^!lu‘™ 
dc'clart.s. or tv-trays the void Nationalism intr.vJuces the 


fantasy of the Natmr to fill out the void, but the elusivc.pe.s 

ary Porti a ‘he evdusion- 

chLadfr^r' ? hc-tray its fantastic 

the Real, ,,e , confront the radical nothingness behind the 
symptom formation, come to terms with the fact that the 
Nation d,v^n t and cannot exist. Kinally, Luan savs the sub 
JV 1 must come to “I.,ve thy symptom as fhys;^’^- T^t 

is alTihai th ^ 'hat one can do, because- the symptom 
I ^ symptom Lacan means 

'w ■” *’ 

. .pinttvJ way, taking responsibility tor the picvari 

rzT 

prkk«, which «k I.. d., k, ,h.. wwl,l bJ 

Scvtal solidarity, Canadian nationalism in this instance 
JenvL. fn>m common identificatitm with particular symptom' 
^rma, ions which mask the Lack underpinning the^S 
us 1 intification is with the symptoms by/through which 

identifications am pcTme- 

a(ed with ^luis-sensc.," c-nvyment m semsev and so w^mTsl ‘ 
think of our cllectiw identity as ach.evrsJ and sustaimvJ by 
heg^onje practic-es winch ^uilt. or bmd our subghct.ve ™ioy' 

TThT. formations. IW symptom formalins 

‘gtmonif discursive constructions of "our " 'shared ' 
enjiymen, of .uch ephemeral sc-nsory pheiionuma alX 

ou ml:"- ‘in-fhm^f 

™ il “r ' --- — 

ur av,ex,nn wilderness," -«ur mannerisms and idmm " 
llu- warmth of our hcv^pitality." and so on. Ar.kulator: .md 
higemomc practices which link the sub^t to discursively 
phenomenal sensuousness is t.sen- 

UK vmeiit hnd dearest expre-ssion in such things as coffee- 
duThis''lbev^' tvifh Hiicccsvt andlaj,: 

Z"T t^T'r - '■ 

filim 11 P''“'<>S‘<iph Rive* us a 

1 a ll Ao 1 --mehow they mvv^sir- 
i> always fail. There is always sonu-Thing that the nhoto 

graphic pmje-ds miss, fail to capture-, and that too .s tf,: little 
TymSihc ’ ' the organization of the 

To get a take on the particularity of Canada then one 
mxvis to get altanadian symptoms as smthome One mvvis 

Canadian food, Canadian sex, Canadian play Canadim 
-Ration Canada exists only as symptoms tColl;!!" 
ixUse enjoymiTit, and en(oyment exists only in itlxcess. in 
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ihv riMrreflUtiit i.]f hurplys t-n^syrnent. Tht* sitt^ wburt® Ciin^dA 
Ls repruduciL'd (hen ^rv nv kjlL'hens, bi.'drivm^H pubt', 

Liubs, rt.'stdurantN jnd spi"rtk^j>K*?vr hiH,ki'y rinks, Jisi- 

strtvtH jnd schot^lyjrds, ^nd bij tPR, ihv sitfs tJt the 
uvtTvJflv livvs the iJiVi.rsL‘ potiple whe dn^ C'jn.idd, vt^he 
rupr lid uct* Canada in thnr Fn^pvmir'iit ni Canadd. 

I he problem with Candida as, we an.‘ li^ld, that we de not 
have suih ruliimal symptnms by w^hich inar vpplli't'tive enji>y- 
ment isi/ean tv lirgani/tsi. there is a dearth iA herein onit 
projects w^hich bind eninyitn-n) tor the ailleelive VVe cannol 
remember why ei how we are Canadian; we eannol '’(eer 
Canadian. We ha\e regional identilieations. ethnii, idi-ntitiea- 
tions, class ideiilifkatiLiivs, j^eneratumai idenhfkations, and 
oHh but nothing; that apUiS-is spur hnjiiyment. Instead as I have 
shimnj we accuse one another ot stealin>' the enjt^ymenl, and 
that live pvlitifs ol the on^oinj; naliisna] identity erisis hinj^e 
up^pp I be genera ibrn oi a symptom: the hegemonic deplspy- 
menl ol some me^ins tPt firtk'ulating our csilleclive enjoyment. 

In what toltow^s I will argue that tht^re is a knspi spt artkula- 
tunw and assivcialtsi values central to the symbidic i^rder et 
Ccinada. The bi-st of these Ls ihe eqiiivalenlial articulatum ipf 
enjiwment and endurance- Tlvis articulation ol enjoyment and 
endurance has been the basis of the value spI tolerance. 
Scsoiid. thete is an ecjii i valent ia I articulation of endurance 
and lack of particuLaiity, which is the basis oi the value ot 
unprelenliousnc‘ss. In ci^mbi nation, at the heart of the symbol- 
ic order of Canada is an enjtiymenJ of Ihe endurance of the 
lack oi p^irticulatilv, associated with values of lolerance and 
u nprefenhi »iisnev«. 

It is no^t at all difficult to kKate i.'^uivalential arlieuLitions 
of L-njipyment and endurance as a necumng feature in symp^ 
iomb of Canada. Take for evample the centraliry in the histtiri- 
cal imaginary^ of hvrok epics of endurance; the Franklin voy- 
age, the Yukon gold rush, setlling the prairie^, and so on. 
Interestingly^ the articulation of enjoyment /endurance is lrt‘- 
tjuenlly made in terms of a failure. This has a continuity trom 
Franklin's quest for Ihe Xorthwest Passage lo Terry Fo^'s 
'marathon of hope/ Throughout Canadian pi^pular culture 
there are discourses w'hich celebrate an enjoyment ol 
endurance and a valuation of lolerance. Take for example, our 
shared enjoyment of enduring Canadian w^inler. Whal do w'c 
mean by the casual gret^ting "'Cold enough tor ViJU, eh^'" It 
asks if you are enjoying ihe c^ild? Can you endure ihe ci>ld? 
How much Cold can you tolerate’ The friendliness ol the 
remark depends on the inlertcpaitors sharing the value of tol- 
eraivce, of presuming lhc‘ equivalence enjipynicnt /endurance 
W^hat aht>ul endurance recrealnm — skating. cr^^iss-CEpunlry 
skiingi camKnng, camping, trekking. The heroic endurance/ 
enjoyment of the vtivageTtirs is rnYmated in the cimlemporary^ 
practice of endurance driving; the person w ho delights in 
telling y^>u ht>w they left Brandon at 4 a.m., had a i.iolkv in 
Thunder Bay, dowm Torunlo, onti'N Monireal, had to be 
back in Sudlmry the follow^ing night, "got an lvi>urs sleep, eh/ 
before leaving for Calg 4 ry . 

The articulatiun of enji^ymenl and endurance is evident in 
the practice of Canadian diin^estic architecture and dc^ign- 
The Cdnadian rec mom is a mars eknis site ol ihe enjoyment 
i>f ervdurance. The rec room is where ihe endurance ipf winter 
is made enjoyable. Bee rckims have one or tw'o very large 


retrigerators chuck full of gtxidies — kpts ol tu'ef and steak, 
wsme fnp/en pii^. There is a well skvked bar, a cipupleol bi pi- 
ties of distirnlive ^.'thnic origin lor a taste of Ihe old country/ 
a Ix^ttle of Mescala with i worm in it that somebody brt^ught 
back trom Cancun. Usually tbt're is a sMlkttion sif some arbi- 
trary thing or other — baseball caj^s, crests tjf golf clubs, 
miniaturt^ ethnic figurines, dinky little glassies — adorning the 
bar There is a t-v., v.c.t. and a stereo in the corner; a recliner 
and a large couch. Should you wish to build a rec room, 
tieorge iJalgleish of Winnijx^g gives ytpu many helpful hints 
in his Kniklet. a rec fLU.™. George says; 

Your rec rot.>m should be* ctirkstruclitJ s*^ that the family 
can really ""live” in it Design i I so it can serve a number of 
purposes. For example, father can entertain business 
acquaintances, texmagers can do "their thing'", mcither can 
entertain her bridge elub, or the whole family can get 
together and spend an evening watching l.v. or play 
games And parents, wimld you not rathcT have y<mr chib 
dren enjoying lht*mst'lves at home rather than at the kscal 
"jtpint"? ...In planning a rec n.xim, dix'ide first on how the 
VVlKYl-h family can gel the most out of it- For example* 
whal hobbies do he family have? Maybe father's hobby is 
photography and he would like a darkroom Maybe 
tcsimagers like lo dance or play pinA or ping'pi>ngH so a 
Urg^-^ entvugh area could be planned k>r this. Mother w’ants 
a clean and well lightixj laundry area w'here she can do her 
invntng and sewing in comfort. ...etc. 

According to George the rec room really comes inkt its own 
during thivse long add winter months, and be gives us stune 
good sen.sible advice on installing a f in-place, and slresses the 
impt^rtanee of insulation How is the tee iXMim valuable? It 
provides a spaa' in which enjoyment is c^rgani^^ed, wlwrt* we 
can tolerate Ihe a^nlingency of the stKial — Father"s hres^pme 
Iriends, the trauma and excess of tvcmage life^ mother's 
domestic drudgery. The rec room is a tolerant spaa', whu^re 
w^e can enji,iy enduring winter, where w^e f^rty, enlertain and 
amuse ourselvi*s- It is where the symbtilic order of the finrti^jn* 
al ”Ca nadian family"' is recreated: a sort of enjoyable/ 
endurable suburban paunchy patnarchy. 

Endurance is wonderfully evident in the enjoyment of 
Canadian Unxl- The tk^aver Club* established in Montreal in 
]78S>, was an exclusive drinking establishmenl for the trap- 
ping and fur trading aristocracy To be admitted as a member 
one had to have sjHml at least one full seasem in Ihe high 
country. Each member wore a medal with the motto 
"Fortitude in Distress. '' This is an interesting motto. What 
it scky about the values which the Beaver k'lub endirrsc's? 
A memKT of the Beaver Club values lolerance, tolerance of 
the distressing conlingencies of life in the wilderness. A 
Bt-aver Club member enje^ys enduring distress. F\'»rl nightly 
Club meetings consisted tvf feasts of venison steaks, roasled 
heavier fails, and pickled buffalo tongue's, w a^^bed down with 
galloixs of gcHMl liquor. Meetings tendtsi ti> bt' bcjislertms, as 
memhf'rsenjivyed recreating feats of endurance on their expe- 
ditions A mtinbi'r might for example ""sh^xit the rapids" by 
riding a wine keg along the table and onlo ihe fkK>r The 
Beaver Club is still active, but it's not the tpnly place in which 
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soup, crejiTn oi FiiddIvhiMd soup, smoked Hsh, MonrrtMl 
meat, tvvik^l dinner (rabh^^e, Nilti%J aid and pivlaud, 
bannock, wild rice, poutine (gravy and cheese curd on In-nch 
friesK mast mtx^se, mafinati<d beaver tails, bi^ik^d bavins (eel, 
folkm-eil by shoo fly pie, maple syrup and IVanaimi> bars I do 
n£>t have the compk^e menu, but iht^- wen- some of I he deli 
cades which g;Ui*sts enj^iyed/endun'd at last year's gala opt^n- 
ing ot !he new Canadian Embassy in Tokyo At a formal 
Embassy banquet Canada is identified and rrpre?4cmted lo 
btrth Canadians and Japanese through the enjt^yment ot the 
endurance iood of the voyageurs, loggers and fur traders. 

Canadian cnokbtioks are full i^f examples of the equivalen- 
tial articulation of enjoyment and endurance as quintessen- 
tially Canadian. What is also interesting is the wav in w^hich 
the articulatiorL iit enjoy men I and endurance collects and uni- 
ties difference. Canadian cookboi^ks have sections on 
"Regional ftKKi/ "Elhnic fmHl/ "Quebec kMxi."' etc.r all of 
them finding unity under such categories as "Frontier frthi/' 
■^Practical tCKid," ^Cabin ftnid,"' etc. In a recent collecHtmr 
CartFtdktPi f fnwi fjjpicf atui menus representing llie var- 

ious provinces include: From Newfoundland: tiggv duff and 
curried squid chow mein From Niova Scotia: Solomon 
Grundy and Havarian straw^berry. From New Brunswick: 
cream of fiddlehead soup and i^jiried shrimp. fri>m QucKs: 
Quebec baked beans, maple gla/ed carrots, and Chinese 
asparagus. From Ontario: corn bread and kabobs. Fnw 
Manitoba: W'ild rice and chicken cacciatore. Fn>m Alberta' 
Muiray's pc^^per sleak, Shaixm s beef stew-, and stir fried gin- 
ger beef From B.C.: di.H‘r <w elk soup, roast cariU^u Grandma 
Schultz's miHise meat sausages and tandooh chicken. Bui 
where is the "Canadian'^ in Canadian ttMid? What oi-lkt Is this 
diversity? "Backwoods beef stew%" "Survival spaghetti 
.‘iauce," and a chocolate bar which protects you from 
hv-pothermia calkd 'The Canadian cold -buster The "gtMxJ’’ 
of Canadian fotxi, whal maki*s Canadian ftnid "good fsMKl," 
the value of Canadian fiwid, is its heartiness, its enabling 
Canadians to tolerate the demuinds and contingencies of the 
w^orkadiiy world. 

In ihe discursive construction of ■Canadian food" thcTe is 
an equivalential articulation of enjoyment and enduriince. 
What is "Canadian" in theen^nmenl of fruid is the "survival'" 
in spaghetti siuce. Bui isn't I here stimething absurd in this 
articulation of enjoyment and endurance in Canadian fotKJ? 
Pick lid buffalo longui^ w^ith w'ild rice and banncKk; is thal 
Canadian? Surely not, because, frankly, Canadian.^ don't eat 
thal kind of stuff. Dishing it up at a state banquet is patentlv 
absurd. It pt-rilectly exemplifii^ a symptom of Canada: a hege- 
monic attempt to priduce something Canadian, which, by its 
failure^ shows the impossibility, the non-i'xistence of Canada 
The cak^ori:/ation of Canadian cuisine is impossible; w hat is 
Canadian defies being Uwatid in fo^d, the food defies btHng 
locakd in Canada. Canadian food is roast bei^t, chow' mein, 
perogit's and lasagna. Big Maes and Kraft dinner. Canadian 
kxid i.s derivative, mixiem, inkTnahona] and cisnvement Roll 
and cabbage rolls and for that matter bjiled bi-ars' fwl. are all 
symptoms v>( Canada, i e., symploms i>f ihe non-existence and 
impossihilily of Canada. The same is true t>f ihe previous 
examples. We have already si^n that "Canadian" rixTeahonal 


jctivitit^ are mi^t really lhat unique^ anyone might mpiy them, 
or for thal matter steal the enjoyment of them, simply by 
enjoying siimelhing different CarwifwH Ciiifig has similar dil- 
ficutly in timating and specifying "the Canadian home." The 
magazine depicts "'the Quebec farmhouse/ "the Victorian 
manor/ "the Acadian country kitchen/ "the True North 
style," but what is il that is "Canadian'^ about 
always eludi'^ us. The '^modern I owm houses" the "natural 
loi-nk" bt-ars the stamp of massification Similarly the base- 
mt-nl f\x niom is a suburban phenomenon lhat can be found 
anyw'here in I he Ni>rth American midw^est. Ckx^rge Datgleish 
leEls Winnipi^g homwiwners how^ to ''...iTansform your base- 
meni into a tlaw^aiian ouldoor cafe, an English pub, a 
Mtsiiterranean villa, or any other theme you choose-. but he 
cannot tell us what a X'anadian*" rec room would bt‘ like. The 
particulahly then is nol given by the matt'rial — lhat is to say 
by the "Canadian content" of the examples. It is only the 
vxiuivalential articulation of enjoymeni and endurance that 
puts a Canadian form on the amtenl. 

The second equivalential articulaiion in the symbolic order 
ol Canada which I w'ish to identify is that of enioynient and 
lack of particularity. This is mosi evident in Canadian 
humour. Take lor example a recent advertising campaign by 
Molst>ns callisj "Great events in Canadian History": "Cire^at 
event in (C anadian history'" ifl: "After a night of lousy hands 
tifant Skinner is dealt .Taces, draw's 2 queems, and cleans up." 
"Greal ev'eni" #2' '^Against alt the odds so-'fif-so's pa rents 
allow him to hav'e the cottage fo^r the l.abour day w'ev'kend." 
t3: ^xi-rSi-xi and so-^-so throw^ a party and become legends 
overnight.'" These* ads cleverly play on a Canadian enjoyment 
ot Ihe Lick of particularity. They openly acknowledge their 
symplomatic character. Thai there is nothing behind them, 
that there are no "Great F vents of Hisliiry." That there is 
nothing other than tha.1 w'hich lends ctpherL^cc and organiza- 
tion to enji^ymcnt. History ls nothing mort* than Ihe resubjvc- 
tification of engwmenl, and Canadians must love their 
symptom as themselves. The ad works to sell beer for 
Molwns insofar as Molsons successfully articulates itself and 
its prcniuLl as a symptom lhat intenent's bt*lw'een the con- 
sumer and the Lack, which C anadians can identify with and 
loiVr thereby facilttating the reprtHluction of consumptive 
enjoyment. 

Bob and tXnig McKen/ie c^n St TV prox'ide another exam- 
ple i>r this particularity of the enjoyment of the endurance of 
the lack of particularify. The bare, more or ]i»ss emptv st*l 
deciari*s the rix, ignition of the lack of |^urticuLantv. The "great 
w'hite north'' amstifutes the Real. Ihe nothingni*ss that lack of 
parlicuUrity expiL>sc?s them to. The tiH]ues, pckelp^, mills and 
boots are ihe symptom /sinthome which permit their 
enduranoe, which allow !bt*m to pursue thdr en^wment, ihe 
consumption of beers and smokes, eh! and the pursuit of 
exci-ss enniyment, more N’crs and smokes. Samuel tk^ketl 
could have written Bob and l>.>ug: absurd, minimalist, exis- 
tentialist. How can il w'ork as tximtdy? CTnlv if il ass unit's an 
inmic rt'lationship to the Lack underpinning 'Canadian mki- 
etv."' Only if il assumes thaf w'e can enji>y ihe I that w^e 
can value ihe particularity of the tack of particuLantv. 

Recall again the Molson.*i' commercials' "In Canada, on 
S.iturday nights (at the wix."kend, m winter...) young pei>ple 


in .1 rilualH utc/' Wv th^il it's nt>t 

“unique," th.it iht' pr^cli*:i^ i^^ Ll^b]l^J^>^ Wt* nrv^ .ibtmt 

our *'iinjt|U'L'nt'ss.'' What niuini.itif t’xjrnplesi rv^^t’a] i^ J 
cruciaL aspivt the i»ymKilic (»rUi'r ot C Jii-idj. W'hjt bein^ 
t-ndurt'ii and enjoved hi the recumn); Ihemt^ tpt endurance in 
svmptLunv 111 CariLuia the ^uiik-ularity of the Luk ut parhe- 
II Lint V A I the heart ol the *iyml>iiljL’ urder of Canada is an 
ironic relatHiniihip to the E Jick Can-idiaiis c.in bt- j^tHUy ahoui 
the l.ack. We know that we Lack particulafily# and th.il 
acknowlt'dj^emenl ol the In^ck is our particularity VVe can 
enjoy the endurance of our lack i>f ysinicularily. The sustain- 
ing I'alue of natiiinal identity is endurinji^ the L^ck, and the 
mtiral commitment retjuifisJ ot Canadians is t^i ni>t prelend to 
particuSaritv. The moral commitrnenl which sustains 
Canadian nilidarity is a commument to not being pretentious. 
A commitment to nol pretending lo Ix^ s^.ptnc’thing that %ve are 
not. a rtmimitment to not pretending that w'eart^ "pipsitively/'' 
"essentially " CaiVLidlan. While others may prelentuiusly pos- 
ture as "a El American,'’ "true MriT' or whatever^ a real 
Canadian wotiid ne^er pull such a pretenEitiUs absurdity, 
Durkheim says that every stuhety has a ^ersitm of an ideal 
type mc^bi-f. "This ideal type w^hich each society demands 
that its members realize i.s ihe keystone of the wKliIc social 
systtni and gives it its unity'" iOML ?* 7 ). The ideal tv|,ii^ mem- 
ber ot i ana d Ian sexiety is the tolerant unpretentious person, 
who cal ml V pursuits ihcMr business w ithout any tanlarerand is 
respectful of others ivho do likewise*, Wavne tirt'tzky then is 
the ix-rtcs.! nalional hero, enpiving to perfection the activity 
demanding the most endurance, displaying a distindive tol- 
erance in a sport marked by tests ot tolerance. Dislinctp 
unniislakabLy ivorld class, but nol in I he least bil prelenlious 
about It. In Ciiiradri^Pi FrtfSfs triim Limi umf Si'U there is a 
"celebritv's tavourite menus'^ seciion. The “Greal One/" in 
irue Canadian hirm. offers us an iinprettmtious. he.irty, multi- 
Lialtural menu, that can tolerate the contingency tif all scirts ol 
pcsjple turning up for a Canadian dinner piirty — "chili a L\ 
W'ayne." Wavm- says: 

This delicious recip^' is |iertetl for impromptu gallw*hngs 
No measuring i.s requi re'll . It depends on how^ many ptx>- 
ple and ivhat your tastes .ire. You need, ground beef, 
Can(s} of: tomato paste, brown beans, kidney beans, lom.i- 
toes. Carrots, broccoli and cauliflower. Tobaseo sauce, 
VVorct-^li'fshire sauce, salt and pepjuir. Then; brown the 
ground bwi. add theiUher ingredients, nind stir. Co\ er .ind 
simmer tor one hour, and rcmembc'r, the longer it 
ihk- ihicker and richer it giTs. 

On a recent national unity caravan Mu honey tried to play on 
this value of Canadian unpri lenllousness. Speaking to a 
mis^tmg In Albt'rta Mu honey said: 

W'hal Canada is bc^'ame pretty clear to me during ihe res- 
cue in Alert ... They hrougtu it in a typically Canadian 
w'ay — wUlhout fanfare, wuthiput much ado, quietly and 
ivith aimCH'tence. ...In that high Arctic adventure there 
w^ere French -spt'a king C aiiadians and English spisiking 
Canadians, neither asking the other w hem they were from 
w'hat language they spoke. . . .Up ttu^e, on the tundra in 


the wind and cold and the terror of encroaching death 
they w i re alt Canadians 

Pretentious p^psturing is dispelled by close enci punters ol the 
Real kind, Mulroney implii^s. And he may be corrt\‘t. In the 
lace of fhe Real it becomt*s clear I ha I a moralily of compromiM^ 
and cixiperafion tiased on mutual respect is all ttial there is. 

At the heart of the symbolic order of Canada is a knot 
where endurance and enjoyment, and enjoyment of 
endurance ot lack of particularity are articulatcsl. This knot of 
meaning supports valui'si i'pI tislerance and unpri-tentiousness 
What the Vlulroney example sIupws how'ever is that pricisely 
becausi^ thc^sc* values depemd u^xm cunt Inge nl articulations, 
they are open h> a wide range ol artieulalory and hegemonic 
prcp^srls. Liberal, as pi-r Mu honey's eftort, ni^P-timseHialive 
pn.iji'cis which would say that we have endurc\t enough, that 
our enji’Vment is Intnnged upon by ihe law of diminishing 
returns, as piT Ihe Reform Parly Unfortunately there is no 
guaranttv that the ironic relationship to the Lick, the unpn.^ 
tentiousiiess endurance on w hich the value of tolerance 
depends, is s-ile.' that the value ol unprc-tentiousnc^s will K* 
hegemonicallv articulated in terms of a UN^ral tolerance and a 
rt'sjHi't ior difference- There are many different versions of 
unpretv^ntiousness, some -^it which are evtremely pretentious, 
pretending to tolerance hul masking racism and xenophobia. 

'ITie articailation i-nfoymenl of the endurance i^t the lack of 
psrtii%ilarlly. and the values of tolerance and unpreleiUious- 
ness all come together in the qiiinti*sM^ntlally Canadian tash- 
lon statement “Tilley hndurables." And here also we w'lll find 
the pretense of unpri lenliirusness and tolerance masking 
venophoblc mti>leranceand fear of theft of enjoyment. “Tilley 
Endurables" produces a range of clothing which aims to bt^ 
“iht* besi I ravel ami adventure c lol hi ng in the world.” Rugged 
but slylish, eminently practical. Tilley ha is, pckcls, shirts and 
pants can lolerate all the contingencies of .in uvdvenlurspus 
encoun ter w ith d i I lerence. The wash ing instructions say “giv'v 
'em hell. "‘Tilley Endurabli'scan tolerale it. Tilli-^^ End u rabies 
are clothes for a Canadian enjoyment Tilley F'ndurables 
advertisi' the lact that their prsKlucts are 'logo free," nt^ pre- 
tentious posing of di'^lgner labels here' The manager of the 
Tilley store at Qipeens Quay, the most pmtentiiPUs shi>pping 
mall in Ti>rontiV, told me. proudly, "'we' re so middle ipf ihe 
road I hat nobody nonces us-' Hut. tsidly. or rather, and ol 
course this is exactly the pretension of unpretentiousness, 
evervl'Hidy din's [.Turing the Ciult War, Tilley hats were n.'gu- 
lar issue for C.inadian forces. I t- C ommander Mayes of the 
Koval Canadian Navy tells us that ' IFs delinitely a Canadian 
hat. You can't get it anywhere else " Hemg ris'ogniz.edi as hay- 
ing a ''defimlely Canadian hal ' was important in Saudi 
Arabia, lt>«t live Arabs confuse our b«iys w ith the Americans. S 
suppose,' And of Course, in a Tilley hat one was appropnately 
drostxi lor that adventurous encou liter with thi^^hhc'r. War 
ts alter all. the ultimate advenlure travel experience- 

Tillev Fndurables have another distinguishing leature 
worthy of note Tillev Kndur.ibles are famous ti>r having 
' sivuritv pchckels'* and “secret ptKkets.“ One ot their top of 
I hi* Line poxJucts is a picket with sivttx-n piK'kels, only nine of 
which are xisihle- Some pockets arc* mi siXTct In tact, that the 
tustomer Is not tnformixl ot their where.iKmts until after they 



hjve purvh«i^i\il Jhi- Why should ont' ntvd such ui jjck^ 

et? tl ont* ifi \u enjuy/ endure/ tolerate the ^idvenlurijLj?^ 
encoiunter with the thher, while mattitaininj^ imv's distinc- 
tively C^inadian Cnprl.^enti^msnl.-^is, one neetis a Tilley jackel 
because ihe t>ther mi^ht he li^htHngered. We can enjoy/ 
endure the ena>unter with the tJlhtT> hul we must ix^ careful 
lest Xhvy pick st>me ol our ptxkeis and steal i>ur enjipyiiient. 
And w'bt*rt‘ might an unprctetUlnus CVin^idkin entrounler the 


light fingered Other? Where else but the held i>l diftt^rence 
that is Yonge Si. in the adventure travel i-nt everyday life. 
Tilley Endurahk^s e^ipn-w. the subtletic^s of Canadian racism; 
enjipying^ enduring, tolerating the enaninler with ihe Other, 
hut remaining skeplical and retentive. tascinaEed and learful 
of the thiev es of enjoyment 

Many Canadians are anxious atn^ul their identity bcxausi^ 
they are tixi close to the Real, and this aiiviety is pri.^^nt]v 
bluing picked up on by varicms ^enophohii’ p^!gs:t^ Ihv task 
of democratic ptilitical leadership may be to take them 
ihfough the fantasy, and face up to the l.ack., and then ti> 
come to identify w^ith their symptom as theiTis^^vt"^. Tti idp.*nti- 
fy w'ilh ltit‘ Lack in the big tHher and to make a commilmenl 
to unprrtentii}i4snr^^s, a commitment that would demand tiMl 
the openness be kept open, prolected from :seniPphobic 
nalionatist hegemonic and arliculatury practices that ivoufd 
seek lo ck>sc‘ il. 
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On the Brink 

C e 0 f f P e V t r e 


Drawn there by de^priF desire or bothn \he !!iub)tx1s of Fnglish t arLadum nrLii>vies often 
find tbcmseh'^ ptiiini; over the brink- Usually, a.s in Bniee McEXmakfii bi. 

the brink is figuraiive. Ifs estperience M the point of revelalionj from which the pt‘rs4>r 
drawn there cannot possibly turn away unaffected, unchanged or, often in Canadian 
hi ms, undefeated. Rarely is the brink literal, and perhaps never so literal as in Kevin 
McMahon's dtscnmenlary T!re Falls. But even in this him. which is a stately, troubling 
essay on the noxious undercurrents of the Honey riKicm Capital, the brink cannot help 
but resonate far beyond the verdant golf courses of Queenslon Heights. Like 
McDonald's and many other Ljnglish Canadian lea lures made in the past thirty years, 
Thf Fails is the product of a sensibility determined to address its own uncertain and 
seemingly rnequal relationship with the world, to plumb the rtSHsequences of feeling a 
tourist in one's own neighbtiurht>od. 

Yet w'hile these films fit perfectly within w'hat certainly ranks as the dominant (if 
quite likely unconscious^ of I he English Canadian feature^, thi^ aL^> repre^iMit 

what may bi^ significant variations upt>n the theme. Drawn — like sc many rootless 
Canadian souls before them — lo the brink, they respond in stn kingly different ways, 
and in ways w^hich mark breaks with the legion of dour or bedazzled edge-dwellers 
wh^i pret'C'di'd thtnn. Indeed, they may represent noteworthy junclures in the develop- 
ment of their respective generic genealogies. Apart from offering new' vantage ptsints of 
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the brink and t\vxie who go there, that Is, reHexive 

view!i oi their i»wn ancestry. Thus^ as fiction feature and dtx> 
umenlary respectively Sand utterly contemporary ones at 
that), McDonald's and McMahon's fdms incite renectk'pn n^st 
merely on the consipicxioxis Canadian interest in staring down 
our own sense of awe and dread, thty probe the forms and 
conventions we've designed to take us there. 

bln for exampks must rank as among the most self- 
consciously ''Canadian'^ of fiction features this country^ has yet 
pnxltjced- The account of a sexually- repressed. lrumpi.-l“dBX>" 
dling barber's physical and metaphysical journey inlo the dark 
heart of America i which proves far less dark than it initially 
seemsi, the film iiften seems a veritable checkiisi of signature 
English Canadian concerns and clich^; the road itself is of 
course v^intage Shebib^ the couple-on-the-lam conjures NtJfxxfy 
and that coffin on the roof, with its consiani 
reminder of both mortal and rrML^ra) decay, evokes the most res- 
onant images from Claude Ju Era's Meif Oncir Anfoinf.^ 

t>ther eviKation^H while less literal or specific, are never- 
theless equally redolent of the English Canadian cinema^s 
predominant and impressively durable themes and interests: 
the protagonist defined by disappointment and disaffeclation- 
the United States as l^orlh America's id — a place of mystery, 
danger and seduction;^ the fundamental rootlessness of I he 
Canadian experience, and the attendant struggle to situate the 
parameters of self and pUce- 

Yet while the tone of the film is clearly comic, it is neither 
patronizing not pamdic. While clearly respectful of its influ- 
ences, it isn't dependent on them: in the late w'inter of 1^^, 
w^hen had one of the most successful commercial 

openings in the history of independently produced English 
Canadian movies, you can bet it wasn't the rest^nant echoes of 
5hebib or jutra that w^ere packing people in. I'anadian film 
history remairLs an unknown and irrelevant entity to atl but 
select groups of Canadians, the sum total of whom still 
couldn't account for 6Vs impressively LiPi<'anadjan sh^iwing 
at the h 0 SL office. While amply evident to those up on the hLs- 
lory, the film's Canadian-movie references are muted,^ textu- 
ral affairs, and clearly not crucial to one's comprehensiori or 
appreciation of the experience as a whole. 

But they are there and, apparent or not, they are central to 
at least one of ff/ghu-ay bJ's more provix'ative crusades. 
Simultamxmsly, the film both asserts and strives to redefine 
the form and the function of the "traditional" English 
Canadian feature film. While its finaf effort may pnive unsuc- 
cessful, the atUmpt itself merits note. 

While much of ffij^fruuy 61 resonates with clear echoes of 
English Canada's cinematic past, its ultimate purpose si,\'ms 
less to follow a traditkm than reroute it. The first hints of this 
are a matter of tone. WhiL" not, as already noted, disdainful of 
its ancestry, ffigAuvry is certainJy iroriic. The film gets sig- 
nificant mileage out of its self-conscious "Canadianness" Hike 
the hoser who sells his soul for beer, or the malevolenl 
American customs thugs), and Pokey Jones, our heiti, is clear- 
ly an ironic variation upon the legion of all-Canadian cine- 
matic losers that ha ve slouchitd before him. 

Bui while McDonald seems determined to build his story 


on a foundation of apparenl tradition, he may come less to 
honour English Canadian cinema than to rehabilitate it. While 
most of Pokey' i genealogical predeci*sMJrs shared the' barbeVs 
profound sense of confusion, helplessness and disaffedationr 
they were rarely permittt'd the sense of final triumph Ekikey 
enjoys. Effectively crowd -pleasing as it seem^ to be, l he sum 
hkal of McEkmald's attempts to reiyder his prtytagonist's sense 
of inadequacy immaterial, and his sense <if imminenl danger 
false — the film's Satanic soulcatcher turns out to btigus, 
and Pokey's gun- wield mg, drug- running ovmpyinion, played 
by Valerie buhagiar. undergoes a form of bom-agam, moral 
baptism at the end — may serve to deny what may be the 
most ptkent Canadian film tradition of them all. In offering 
Pokey as a lost Canadian soul who finds his way^ McOcmald 
has certainly erected an audience-friendly variatkm upon Iht* 
customary theme of irredeemableCanadian fatalism fa theme 
still being richly addressed by such filmmakers as Atom 
Egoyan, William D. MacGiJlivray, t3arryl Wasvk and Guy 
MaddinI, but it may ultimately amounl to a happy face 
slapped on a death's head. 

Not merely a question of moLKi or attitude (not, that is, 
&i>mebiidy scolded into submission^ the impressively hale 
and resiilute tendency of English Canadian film to limn I he 
parameters of hope and possibility may be as deeply- 
entrenched as it is distiiKl. If the central problem facing the 
development of a visible and vital English Canadian him tra- 
dition (apart, that is, from I he staggeringly iintH|ual ^xmdi- 
hons oi American -dominated distnbulion and exhibilion pat- 
terns) has been the task of distinguishing itself from the 
oppressive and ubiquitous fact of Holly winxl, alienation is 
much more than a matter of disposition: il's an act of self- 
assertion. Marginalized in their own country, d<H>med to 
Compete with an entertainment induslry w'hc^^ most effi’xiive 
agent of domination is a constantly recycled appeal not lo 
worry- the stubbornly worrisome nature of much English 
Canadian cinema musi be interpreted as bt^lh an act of resis- 
lance and an assertion <if identity. Gnm that is, but perfectly 
healthy. But putting a smile on things, Mcrhsnald may be 
making an effective appeal to audiences probably unaccus- 
tomed to, or uncomfortable with, the Canadian cinema's cus- 
tomary explorations of gkx^m and loss?^ but he may be mis- 
taking a change of bat for a change of heart. He may pull 
J\ikey away from the brink and point him in a sunnier direc- 
tion, but he certainly hasn'^t made that big hole go away. It 
Iwms behind, vast and empty ^ unimpressed by the accou- 
trements of gi.Kid cheer. 

Sihiating itself at the lip of one of the country'' s (if not the 
world's) most renowned brinks, Kevin McMahrin's Tkf fath 
works in precisely the opposite direction. Opening with the 
expected images of sumhine, spray and tourists' gtnxJ cheer, 
the film begins a slow, determined descent: from sunshine to 
darkiH^s, chec^f to decay, fmm workaday commercial bustle 
to toxic stagnation. t\>netfating the surface of appearances 
(and McMahon's film, which almirst instantly noti^ that "ifs 
all in the framing,^' is about nothing il not the ideologically- 
loaded act i>f kxpking itself), the film acts as a k>rm of intellec- 
tual excavation, peeling away layer upim lay-er of cultural and 



hi^tufical sedimerit. Sinking in Niagjr.i — itsi.‘lf ont* ul Ihu 
inast-photi>^rdphed siEcs i>n thi- planeE - j pniF^dij^m ft^r 
Western eulture's increasingly suicidi&l relation!ihlp uilh 
nattifv, r^HT faih mtny.'Sr with ^ disarming, prtKt^-ik^n" 

al graft% ine^urahly horn Ehn l rifling to the .ip^Kalyplic. By 
making plain ihn- cnniwctions between ‘.uch nlherwise purely 
p(.nitmtHJem Niagara phennmena as motels, gilt shops and 
gure-soakisj wasL museums, McMahon's him tracks the spts- 
tacular debasement of the falls, the lurnier splendour ot 
which noiv' hosts t>ne oi the Continent s most fecund ti^\ic 
waste siteSr back to the riM>t idi.H>lugy of Kuropt^an inipi«nal- 
ism. From the assumpti^m that the Vk'L>rid Ls yisur^ for the tak- 
ing, the leap to naEtire as corrLm^idity isn't merely strnple, if^s 
inevitable. And few siquare miles of "Nature" have btVEi quite 
so ruthlessly cornmtidified as Niagara. Starting with those 
grinning tourists al the brink, Tire fafh plungi-s over, head- 
long into the strata of chemical and Kistoncal pcWlutiiin t hos*^ 
smiles on the surface striv'e to deny. It's rokey Jones' Journey 
in re\er5e and, nt>E surprisingly, it comes to rtst in a far dark- 
er plaiiv Darker, and perhaps much c!t>ser lo home. 


Ihr by Krvin McM jhen 


J Of uli &mjll “I- '•s paiticuljf ly ys hi-n fihnhjJerinft ijJ'i 

impfiSNiii- fuH At Ehe nnrhce, i> Ijcl eIijiE ii'n j a*- mufh 

in mifk jii j> {.'jnaatiin ^-vtlyral j\*k»n-riLis mi. in Ein 1 Kdlar'a 

pc-f rurmanti- t^tikey U^re*! much lo 

IViKsJv Aik'n. jAa plot iIm.^'EI Irifird jnUI bismbshdl on the lAml, i* 
iVidJ Fevj^msJ The tulr. tuiEh And tht^ Amt-ricjn 

hi'jrEUnd. EJ|■^^ mle th^.- viis ht-art nl nhL Afid mW ht^Ekirv t L^m|iuf jlicrty. 
thi- C jruJun n'ki\"nci.‘^, K-til-^ t jiuJi^n atv much mLvtv dis- 

fcfn'E 

2 \ jk-ni- henvirk^. j p»ianl-pji ki pj- Ank'furjn iHiEldw h^urv, iLM,> 

SiW M^cjndlv within t trddikfcin iri Aim-ni jn i- hflri*1iT«N m Cjiudiin liJmih \if%i 
ds th*.- Amfnc4n Und^cdp- iEm-LE mifiFuKis eN^^in?.m ditJ ddhp^t-f m ffryJmwy 
pf Iwve mjinv Catudurt fiLm% re)CJirdt\J Amt-ncjn L-hd^aum 4*1 ^■ducliw, 
my'fctt,‘n<His. danj^iviruv dhd irTT'^i^tiihle S.mte in pHni Ihm Stiebib's 

ftfEinnr^r fnfud^. fsiihiy VVilMin\ Mv .affTeni.rf»i Ciuj^ph, fUciJ f Ttipenbefft's 
V'cJifSAJnTrmf. Jiftd rhilip f^ Ory fi’T 

T' A miinEtlA Ist’tiirr Ik^nfiruay (i] tipiTkhJ hi* Ukh E.iwnFn€'i%"Ul1 4nd iTIIIflJ 
4‘nEtiLL^kisin. AEipm Tpn jin'^i IV AdpksE^. dii''-pili,' il\ pfi’^tii^e MjiIu-* m vert- 
t'ran c>t IheCannis jnJ Nrisi' Vp^fl, k^Ei\aE!i, si|;k-ni'd ii^ much mi^re mulisJ 
ri>pim‘A’ Jk’^iluEi^ in lE^ di'dcipan l^aEateim, Ihif JuLt-wjrm commc^ial pi.'fltif- 
mancr oE TV AJ^uv/rr prin^-d al ein? (hiiig it otfncs El^ pn^inj; 

l^MJlS lH di^Jir^^iJimn Afd esa^i^nlial duc-jJ. PLit 4-\en lK*H tjm^HO C^nadidfi 
Ldpjniy kir ukin^ inhcr pts>pk^s wntd Utt ai capi lurt' litWow Tanu^L^ jwjy 
iriptri TV I j'P ttfv il m \i'w l|‘4ifk. il nTU?4: iUjII tuvi.' *,trui^k 

manv |Siii‘nEuil: uckrt bui'er% a^ an aEtIulIv - rt^ksTd dei^ntrf 
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What the story is 

AN INTERVIEW WITH SRI NIVAS KRISHNA 



"...citienta itsetf is pitUtictil. 
The very ciynstructiott of 
cinema i$ political. Ami most 
cuttural theorists don't know 
fuck alt about cinema. Tltey 
rely much too much on content 
instead of looking at how the 
story is told, and ivhat that 
has to do with content, and 
with the politicization of 
content. Su that enterffrise is 
really at the expense of the 
filmmaker, because it silences 
the filmmaker." 


Snnivrt^ knshna's kivhui kvahjri? w hat mi^ht bv 

Ca]lii\i th’k" of aiiiiJiEin suballern A 

hybrlJ tT± and comriLTrLS, il marks a departure 
Uom I he pri'tien^] riant form employed to represent ptvpleiif 
colour m Canada What I've previously cal let! the "\inem^ ^if 
dutv" — MKuili issm‘ in ciTiileni, dtHiunu'ntafv-fealist in style, 
tirmlv in inte-ntion — pi>sitions its suh^*els indirect 

relation to sini.il crisis, and attempts to articulate ’“pn^lems'' 
and "Hilulion'i to pn>blems" li ilhin a frame wisrk of centre 
and margin, white and non- w lutecium muni tits.. The go^l is 
often to tell btiTK^I or torgotleo stories, to write un written his- 
torii-s, to '"comvl - tin- misrepri-sentJlicms iTt the mainsiream. 

ist Huvada's first feature lilm to w'ork fully outside 
of that niixte] Koi^EtH.! in I he diversity irithin Tonmto's Indian 
aminumify — con llicts across generation, class and pers<>nal- 
ity — I he film alsoen^s^i^. with a ^llve^s^fv i>i representa- 
tions. 1. sing the am vent Lons ut dis.ilh^tr'd youth dramas, 
Hollvw-ood musicals. Hindi musicats, huropcMn art cinema, 
and Canadian suire. .Vi^isii/a mos es K^yond the cinema of 
duty by il c entring thc^ ivhole ni>tion of centn^margin as a 
driving force in the film, andi bv making reprt"sentcitit>n itself 
a amteim. 1 he iu-lerogeneity of narrative styles m the film 
upn^ils its siib|tcls fri^m the laed, inevitable narrative of cri- 
sis, and o-^vns a space lor the represcmialion of characters 
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whiiM.' I'xfvTitTitv ih similiirly 

By pfsitiiprtmi; js ihe Brst of what I iitiagirii’ will ht- 
a new gfoup of films I no wjy wani to suggt"*| any i^l 
lineiir dtrt eUTpmLUt Irom ihe L'inemj ol duty tu & new- 
of prt>ductive hybrid ity^ Both starts of films w'llJ d4.>ubt K'on- 
tinue to be m^do; in fjci, I esc poet th.it fhtTst^ \v, o bniad ca te- 
gork?s will lake ihoir piAco Ln .i fluid con linn umt^f ro?*pc^nM>i 
to tYw upinxTiednL^.s, hyhndilyj and varitnjs ?.y^temi4 oi racism 
that mark otif C anadian experience. The story, in efft%i. is jusi 
bcginnio^. 

plot is donst\ bul necesNiiry to I he diw.%ishu>n lhal 
folio A sollcn ex -con named Krishna (played by Krishna 
himself! geth out of jail and fails miserably at rejoining his 
extendtxi family. Mis parentsand siblings were kilk'd five 
years earlier i>n a plane lhal exploded in mid-flight — ihediS' 
asler still haunts Krishna — and his uncle 1^1 lu Bhai Solankt 
(Saeed klffrev) heads a family of scheming social climHers 
who have no time kvr the grubby , maladjusted youth. Uillu 
Bhai is busy on crther fronts, trying to arrange a marriage k>r 
his onanistic s^in, and striking a deal with a group of Sikhs 
w'ho w'ani to use his s.iri shop as a depot for smuggling rtwt> 
lutionarX' loik'^ papx.T back to India 

Meanwhile, Mllu Bhai 's cousin, Mr. TikkcK>(als43 haud 
Jaffrc-y^goes from timid postman to potential miliiipoairc' 
when a pria'^less stamp falls inlo his hands. It's bix-n blowm 
Ihert^by the hiue-skinncd gid Ltsrd Krishna (Jaffrey again), 
acting on behalf of t irandma Tikkixi tZohra Segal). Mr. 
Ttkkw's new ptiss^-^skin brings in l he Canadian government^ 
I.aillu BhaTs schtTTiing attracts the mounties, and Krishrui's 
alienation ends in siiddt"n death. The film ends without full 
and fair redemption and punishment but with the establish - 
meni of a new' museum isf pliilatelv^ tppened bv the minister 
of multirulturalism. 

At this writing MasiiAj luis grossed over $711,01)11 dtimesti- 
cally, making it ani>utstartding success among Lngli^h 
Canadian films. That sup.Vess %vjs anything bul as^iuad, 
f^Jmpe^ed bv tsvercautispusdis!rlbutk>n. lack of access \o 
first-run theatres, and strspng i^p^xpsilion fri>m Toronto's 
Indian com muni lies, the film found its audience slowly and 
almosi by chancc^ ll'sno su^pris*^ hystemic ignorance, hesita- 
tion and misrecognition sate part nt ihe context in w’hich p4x>- 
ple of a>lour make films in Canada. Tlial .Mijsijfij exLsls at all is 
a tribute to the will of itsdirtxior (along w ith co’pnducer 
Camel ill Fricberg), iind thebt^neficrnce, ill -thought out or not, 
of government funders. That the film exists as it does, in its 
rich and richiy problematic state, is a tribuio lo those same 
forces. 

Thks inlerx iew' w ilh Srinii as Krishna tixpk place in Tororlo 
on lanuaiy .ih ]usi before the comirwT^cial release of 
on February 7. 


Cmcactionr From a lot of differt^nl angles — including how it 
liMPk-S — Masii/d is a dcpiirture fo>m rtupst t anadian indepen- 
dent filmmaking. What w^ere you aiming lor in the visual 
style of the film ^ 

Sri nivas Krishna: In this kind of iiuicpendent cinema you're 
ex^iecled to make a quiet film, k^w- biidgol, misdest. Feople 
wonder why the long lake is sts commiPO in independent cine- 
ma, W'hy it's got I his wfuile discourse around it. 'Ohr if y<,Hi 
cut kH3 much you'ri' just doing TV or si"pmt^hmg.' The rt*ast^n 
Ls you don't have the tiitH' to do the setups that you w^ant to 
do. Thai's w^hat I was after horn the beginning. This slory has 
m many characters and a multipliaty of piiintsof view, and I 
wank'd it to K' a certain kind of film that presented the simub 
taneily of diffemnt characters' vii'wpiUnts. That just meant a 
cx^rtain kind of shcxuing that w'a> vm hard to manage in pro- 
duitiim. 

At one point I just tuxik my whole story^board and threw- it 
out the car window' on I he way home. It w'as just useless. 
There was no time to do it. If you want to gti after a certain 
kind of formalism you really need time to dii it. 

But actually I'm much happier w^ilh whal I ended up wilh- 
There are direi'lors that )usi walk with their nose to the 
ground, w^ho |ust set* t>ne thing ahead in the distance and 
w^alk straight tow^ards it. The Iruth aU>ut thriiwing lht‘ story- » 
Fxiard iput the window is suddtmly it opened up, it just moat- 
ed an wcasion for other ideas 1 would never have thought of 
to pop m, II becomes much nu^rc' intuitive in one way. but 
I hen I found that everyone was keying in to ihv same intu- 
itum. It left fiM^ni for acetdenis to happtm that were really 
impi^rlant accidents, t'm happy with il ultimately. I don' I 
know if w'e could really have gone any i'ther way. 

Cmeaction: Could you talk abtiuf the way you u.se sex in the 
film, in ihe sex scenes and elsewhere, because it seems \o me 
unusual, ct'rtairtly fora Canadian film. 

Krishna: Firs! tell me why yoM think it's unusual. 

Cineartion: Well the sex scents iirv very graphic, bul more 
than that there's a gu ill-free, uncom promised atlitude — 

Krishna: Sex w'as a metaphor when I was wnting There's the 
character of Ihe mtd student wIup masturb.iles. The guy is a 
total onanist, he's just concerned with himstdf, and the 
aggrandizing oi pleasure tor himself. 

Ihs sex scene is his fantasy, and in his fantasy, is the 
one who's the pleasuring, desiring sub|ect. It's very much 
.ibciut his ow^n pleasure. What I wantiM in the real kn e scenes 
as opp(,wcd to he fantasy love scenes w'as the opposite of that. 

I wanted sex there to bt^ abcput mutual pleasure. I don't know 
it 1 rtsilly did gel I hat, I hough, btxause the aclrx'ss w^ouldn't 
Lalu.“ off her citvthes. I a^uldn't shkxit what I wanted lo shoot, 
w I had to turn it into some kind of ctsmic farct^ 

Vtnj have the cc^mmerrial livdlan movies where sex is tihl- 
lating, and it's pul against a backdrop ihat you can't talk 
ahtTUl sex, so you bas e to gel at sex through really degrading 
wavs. And (hen in tht' Endian art crinema sex btxomx's ?Hime- 
ihmg that's reallv m>t dealt with at all. Sex is erased from the 
picture. Whal I did want lo do in the him was show^ ihese 
pvi^ple as sc^xuati/isJ characters, It w'as part and parcel ol 
cvervthing elst^ that k>rms their perstma lilies. I wanted to just 
have it him There was no pnirticular agenda with il, I just 
wanlxxl il there. But I don't know why that's groundbreaking. 
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Cinejclion; VVfl], only bttfiiiM.* in Canddi^n anemia sex 
isn't dk-pieled in js frank a way, and reo'nEly is implLtated in 
4 1] siYfis of tru^trated and inid desires. 

Krishna: ■Canadians don't have sex^ thal's why. 

Cineaction: Or they don't like having? sex. 

Krishna: They don't like having sex. And l^or Ameneans sex 
is violence. 

Cineaction: At one poinl one of the women in Ma^h calls 
Indian men mother-loving, women- halingr and limp-dicked. 
Where does that come from? 

Krishna; I've heard it. Xol the entire .^pt^ech, hut pieces. It's 
something thnit's I here, and that voice needed to be heard. 
Indian men can be extremely irritating. 

The thing abtiut power Ls you have a voice at the expense 
of Mimixine elM^ And in I hi’ Indian milieu, and I dtm'i think 
it's that different from any other milieu, you have men w'ht> 
ha ve and hold power, and do it al the expense of other voices 
Cineactian: J know the film has been controversial w’ithln 
Indian o»mm\mihes- Whal are some of (he things that differ- 
ent Indian audiences haven't liked? 

Krishna: I didn't really have a screening with a lot of Indians 
until the Vancouver Film Festival. There was a HUhseat the- 
atre, ats;>ut 4f>n were Indians, and it was really a riotous 
screening, pei>ple were really having a good time^ I was loi^k- 
ing tcnrw’ard to the queslion-and -answer. Everyone stayed 
afler the film. I got up with Saeed IJaffreyl and Ipnxlucerl 
Camelia [Frit^btrgfr and this quite elderly man got up at the 
hack and s.iid^ 'Your film is very hi IE of nice insights atn^ul life 
and all. hul why did you have to make iE thi% way? I can't 
show this to my family.' Then this women beside him gi>t up 
and said 'I just want to say one thing. Indian W'otnen do no! 
marry for homes and Indian men dti not mam^ for fucks. And 
1 don' I appreeiale all this bad language.' And then the 
screaming slartid. Four hundrud peopEe screaming at each 
other I was holding a micn^phone and setx^aming and yoo 
couldn't even hear me. 

The funniest thing was on the way oul younger Indians 
came up to me and ap^^kigi/ed lo-r those- a>mments, saying 
'l>:m't listen to them, we're really giad you made this film.' 
All I avuld say was you shivuld ha%'e said scimething. There's 
no ptunE telling me after I'm nailed against the wmII. You 
should have said something thim. TIiaL kind of distiirbid me. 

You gc*t into a really difficult pt»sition that I'm not happy 
being m. This film becomes something of a film that all 
Indians invi'st their exptxlatii>ns in, because it's one of the 
first ones made here. I have to be some kind of repre^mta- 
Etve, which is unfair. I understand why it's expected, hut it's a 
really diffiailt pi>sition to negotiate. I didn't make lE to please 
Indians, and I didn't make it to displease Indians either. 1 
made it S4i. as far as Indians go, some kind of debate might 
come out of it, and wmv kind of continuing argument. It's not 
a definitive statemenl. But pet^ple, you klYow^ they w^ant to be 
repristmusi, in the nufst idyl lie ways, ai^ no one in the world 
is like that. 

Cineaction: To w'hat degree did you want to, if mit displease, 
then at least shake up Indian audiences? 

Krishna: 1 didn't make ihx^ film h>r Indians. I was reahv aware 
of that when I was wnhng it- I was awart^of IndianSr particu- 
larly Indians living outside of India, but the film doesn't 


dirett itself right at them. There are asidrsi made to Indians, 
but it doesn't address Itself directly \o them 
Cineaction: Who did you make the film for? 

Krishna: That's a ditftE,^lt qur^stion, I'^e been thinking abi>ut 
that now. I dim I kni>w. I made it lor tx-rtain ideas I had, and 
that may bt* I he most honest w-ay of saying it .And I hi>pe it 
reaches Siime kind i>f audieivce, but il's really hard w^hen you 
make a film like this to really know who that audience is, 
hts:aust^ it's so hard to find, and it mighi no-t alix-ady exist. 
in a w'ay I invent the audience for this film with it. 

If you'rt^ making a genre pieture you kiw^w' w’ho I he audi- 
ena' is, but not if you're making this kind of picture, w’hich is 
mA white, w^hich is made by som<LX>ne frt>m India, here, and 
w’hich rectigniices being here. Vt^u're recognii^ed htnng here if 
you stTve tea, if yi>u'rL‘ a waiter, or if you drive a cab t>r if 
you'rf^ a dm tor or whatever, but ynur sti>ry is not rivogni/:i'd. 
and the telling of the story' is not ax:ogni/ed c*ither. It dm*sn't 
exist, it hasnY existed. So m a ser.se I was wondering w'ho the 
audience is but I didn'i km>w. 

Ci react ion: There's a tradition in Indian culture of making 
fun of Sikhs as bumblers — in a w-ay they're Indian's 
hiew Eoundlanders. Do you feel your film stereotypes Sikhs? 
Krishna; J- very one in the film is bumbling. I didn't want to 
privilege them atxive anyone else. there's a kind of even- 
ness of perspertive regarding the achiexement of every'one. I 
don't think they're necessarily steret^lyped at all, but whal I 
was trvnng to do w’ith that was... it's n-ally coniplicatid, and 
at times I K'C'I like' I have my back up against the w-all Biit let 
me try lo put it to you, and it's going to Ix' kind of a convolut- 
txl answ'er. 

The w hole him deals wxih sier^x>typi‘s. and ihi^si,^ sterixi- 
types are the way we wxmld like to stertH>typt' ourselves, the 
way olhers stereotype, and I he way we can assume slereti- 
ly^'^-s to maiitMi'uvre in sociely. I was asked, w^hy did the Sikh 
character have lo Ih' a lerro^rist? VVellr he"s noi a lerrorist. 
That's pred.si'ly the thing. But the minute I make* any sugges- 
tion of it. the minute any other cha racier in the film thinks 
tlial he is we're all ready lt> bi-lie\ e it. Indixsi, he's the nicest 
character in the film, and probably the smartest. When it 
finally comes out that he's n^rt a terrorist, some people refust' 
to believe' that he isn't. And others say I'm nuslrealing Sikhs, 
but I don't think I'm doing anything i^t the kind. Fart e^l whal 
the film dms. is imply the complidty ot the \ iew^er in stertx>- 
typing This is stimething I get all the time w^ith the mod stu- 
dent's sexual fantasy^ thal I'm just degrading women, I'm a 
miscigvnisl. I'm h^st trying to ride that notion ol who is the 
dc'siring subject, and wtH> has the orientalist ga/e here. 

I The mt'd student's fantasy I is like I’laytHW gties to India, 
that's him- it's po'st'nEed, exen to I he extent w'here she's like 
the classic vogi (.xmtorlionist whts can put her teel behind her 
cars. The fact is that people enjoy thal kind of s<enc. But 
everyone neglects the fact that it's nt^t my fantasy, it's the fan- 
tasy of the character. That's w’hy I thought I might implicate 
the audiemc in its cnypymeni of I he stx'n^-. By making it his 
fantasy they might sense* their own complicity in enjoying it 
the way he enjtiyed it But thal sort of sc'lf- referential take on 
sti rispEyiHS .set'ms to be losi on pixsple. Fc^r s^miething tis bt* 
self-rt'ferentialr maybe it neexis lo be fsnl of pi.xip]e's aw am- 
ness, and maybe it's not Vlaybt* it dot^n't circulate m ptxi- 
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pie's ill ,ill, miii'K' I hey d on't c.ire 

These nru sttKk ch^irLicter?^ in the ivlIV iitu u'ould tiiid 
stock chLimclers in Resujr.ilLsiti lonieilti'^. EkiE everv s[mk 
chxirjclef here h*is Mitiie kimi sljpp,5|;e Tni trying to 

do is say thrtt things ,iren't ivhat ihei appisir lo be. pti^ple 
iiren't the slen^HypL's I hey i=fcp^X‘,^r to K-. iind the sEroiigi^E 
indic^itkin oi th.iE is ihe Sikh liiinsi ll. 

This is di film tiKiiiJt hetiie. The Air pi^ine si^ vCiirs 
iigt] had esphxiw^ iuer the Adantic. t knew pet>p]e on lh.it 
plane. I want tti Siiy ih.it this was re.ilty .1 nionieriti>us, horn* 
hie Lwent in the history oi hidian^ w'hii iK e LiLitvide hulia 
I diin't know hiwv rtnieh il nvillv tneanl to [Twiians who hi'e 
in Indian hut to Indi.ins who live oiitsisle of tndi.i il ^v.is a 
ttiming p^iint, or crossing a point of no return. And Mm sit 
it cn^pping up in si^ m.iny plai'es, Innn Silinan Eiushdie to 
my film, .ind £ understand t!u"v're atlually making antsther 
film about I hat particular incident in Vancouver. And 
Bharati Mukhertee wri>le a sheirt sli^rv about il. VVliat it 


bi^gan to mean to me was that I hen- is no g^aing home. Hen^ 
are these- |,'H'ople going hornen scime of them returning per- 
manent 3 Vh and the plane bhwvs up. And for all the suspi- 
cionsj vve still don't regally know why 3 1 happr-ni,Tl. Thert' is 
I his, wdi.it I now- consider to bi- n[ithing blotter than a nimour 
that it was Sikh separatists or terrisrists that did tli but it 
hasn't bt'en really proi ed So we still subsist with this 
rumour. 

Si> I thivught, thi-re rtvilly is no going home. And you real- 
ize it's not the home that you left, And you, haiing left, uire 
nivt the same perstm. So the homo that you thivughl was hume 
i^nly exisis in memory. 

Sny w-hat h4ippi'ns w hen yim dim't Hiive a hc^me. The Sikh 
charatleT, and all I hi' characlers are in Ihe pr^xess of claiming 
a home, or rejtTting a home So the Sikh character did have k> 
be ti Kh.itislani, for him to maki^seivse. This is .1 guy whi.i lix es 
out side the place that he cimsider^ home Except that I hat 
place is yet to eiisl It's a Khalistan that dixsn'l exisl, it's a 





mvtbitvil hitmc ihsl ht'' 5 i Sn bring into rt-jlilv. So ih.it's 

why hu'is not jiusi .in ordiniiry Mai lirivyr. fk-'s aIms j 
KK dlL^t.ini But JtM-vn l m^wn hoS *1 Ivrmrist \\v\ using 
l^nguAgo. I ihink wh.O Siktus get upset .iKmt is iKjl line. It's 
the history nt the Sikh people, it's the hi?itory oi opprt'ssion 
Even^one h^h time lt> re.id on the The understNinding ol 
my in lent] on is th^il 'Vk'ell, tlut's .ill out history is w^irtb. I 
never even thought ol it thjl ivjy. But h.iving hejrd it E 
undersMnd bow it's coniiitrutsj. Bui thjl's not my intention 
The intention is in the context of 'l>i he carrying guns? \t‘^. 
he's carrying loilet ‘ And that has to de^ wilh the tact 

that toil^-t paper has to do with class in India M^ist piHiple do 
nol ust^ toik^ paper. It's a vity Wi-stern thing It's not M>me- 
ihing that's part ot your home It's something thal’s imptsfUni 
to elex'ate vmu out ot vour Third tVoridness. So-, certainly, 
that's w lial 1 would have done. 1 would hax e sent toilet psif^T 
hack, beeausi^ you immediately lurt^ ptvpie with the scsiuc' 


tix ertess ol the hrst wtirld. and at the same time you cany on 
It this history. 

We know the stereotype's, So let's not pretend that w^e 
don I know' them. And don't expoeX me to nvtity the sterex^- 
tvp\^ that I hax'en't createsi. At least I'm talking about them, 
detlating them, turning them around. 

l.tHikn I'm really pissed ott. actually Tm tucking pis^wsi off. 
When I went lo I the I bundance I Festival in Park City,, Utah!, I 
had psiple 1 ivon't say who. bul they're Americans, calling 
I he tilm misogynist, homophobic^ heteiophobic^ and racist. 
Riicist against whiK? Against Indians, ol course. The nwist irri- 
tating thing was. are these* people w^ho are calling me 
racist? They're white, for one thing They're all overeducated 
by third-rate senniiMiciars. and they all wear Hack clothing. 
Si> I called them Black Robes Tin <.Y>nvinced it's a missionary 
hangiwer I don't knetw about you bul 1 hate that movie Bidck 
Rehi'. bul I'm glad il vi\is made because* it gave me this word 
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lo c^ll Jhese They're |U!^t prcisely lining pigs. I iusi 

kivoiv why pt^iple ulk dbcuut nnema that way. 
Cinractioni What kind oi do you. have in thal fiihja- 

hon? 

Kriahita; You have nu del^ense. My only de^cnst^ is to call 
people raci-tts, w hich is not (he kind of deh^nse I would 
wantj but it s the same fallacy, tO' equate them lo muisicitl'^ 
anes. Here a^me ihe old ciPloni^rers again. Bui that's only to 
show' that there s nothing I can really say to their acoisation, 
because it's nol the poinl. Why don't they say those things 
about TmnmaftPr 2? 

Cinraction: In the press kit forMastf/jj ytMjj say that "'My espe- 
rience is tiKi fragmented and scimehuW' too inclusive to be 
oontained in a genre." Whai do you mean by I hat? 

Krishna: Again it'll be a ci implicated answ^er. I started out 
w'riiing what I thc^ught w'^i^jild lx* a very simple genre picture, 
some kind of Rrhei Mfhml a Cnusc, alienated youth thing. I 
had one commitment which was 1 wanted to set it within a 
Circle that I was ^'ery la miliar with, At the lime I was wwking 
in New York, and I w'as making slories that I reali/ed did no* 
really reflect my personal experiencc\ So that's w hat t wanted 
lo do. 

But those wert‘ ultimately contradictory desires, w'anting 
to do a genre film, hul wanting the gt^nn," to reflect personal 
experienee, which has to do with Indians ben?. Thai bt'came 
clear to me with the sudden desire to put Uud Krishna m the 
movie It started to break apart the w'hole thing. I thought, is 
this an Indian mythological picture? iSTo. I deodtd iKat this 
was a pi^iure set in I he Christian w'Eirld. Bui what happens 
when you import a g^id who is nE>i a part of ihis world, not 
tn en recognutd as being a god? 

It ^K^eu|^t]ed to me I hat in Christian literaturej or even in 
posl< hristian, mEpdem seculariired literature, god does not 
appear in the slory. Why is that? Well, mayhe^ because god w 
Ihe aulhor of all stories. Culture consists of those stories a 
group lelLs itself to explain the world hack to itself. And the 
aulfuyr of thttse slorw*s is traditionally god. So in Chiishan Ut- 
erature, gtni doesn't appear because he's the author of the 
author. And the aulht^r cannc^i kntm' his own author's inten- 
hons, now' can he? Si> il dawned on me that siory is a %'ery^ 
powerful idea. And, very aware of the relationships of pow'er 
within txciely. it iKCurrtd to me that stories are a way exer- 
cising p<iw'er that culture is a way of exercising power, usual- 
ly by one grE'PUp over aiiEnher. 

And if culture — or history — in a way is the story, the 
narrative of the WEirldx then sometme is telling that story, and 
it's not god. We all know' w'ho il is, and it's rK>i god. Welh I 
won't even say it, bul we all know w'hEi il is. So I ihoughi well 
if I his is the m eta narra live then all those other narratives 
undemealh il — genre, for example — ihey all subscribe to 
thal metanarrative of culture, of pow'er. And thev jusi can'l 
reflect an exptTienee lhat becomes aware of lhat and won't 
subscribe to I hat narrative any nvEire It's nt>t telling another 
story, and insisting that my other story is iIh* right story. 

It's like this taw'dry word multiculluralism. When you 
hnng pei>ple from all parts of the world, and pul them in one 
places and they each have their own culture (which is their 
own narra live of the world lhat explains the world to them), 
then wht> i.s the real author? 


So what I meant by genre was that the film became a con- 
scious subversion of genre*. The film became a siory i>f this^ 
fomnally, narrativ'ely. Ybis is w^hy I made the film, to ask w ho 
is llu- author? Perhaps we don't have an aulhirpr the minute 
we recognize that there are all these different stones, and alt 
these different discourses, and IheyTe all quite subjective, and 
they're all power grabs one kind or another. So what is the 
legitimate story? And Kow' can we make sense? 

When I was making this film three things happened — the 
Berlin Wall came dowm, [Salman] Rushdie was incarcerated, 
and the Gulf War. Those jrust seemi?d to be so telling. You 
can t ignore the world any more. There's no quiet retreat, 
there's no privileged art space that's outside of the world 
And maybe the most imp^mant project for art is lo try to 
dcscrilx^ the world we live in, instead of this other narrative, 
or genre, thal does nut describe the world. It's an illusion, it's 
an out and out lie. To think that we can tell stories that make 
sense is a lie about the world. 

When I see a genre picture I find 1 don'f exist If t want to 
exl-it then I have to obey the rules of the gewe. And I'm not 
ftrting to. 

This is what happens, tf yuu come from India artd you live 
here and you live everywhere — t've lived in the States, I've 
lived in tndia, I've livixl here — then you can't claim any kind 
of evientialist ground to say I am an Indian, of an Amerlean 
or an Canadian. You can^l say this is my education, and h fol- 
lows in this tradition of the European universiiy^ or the 
Indian university or whatever. You become some kind of 
fucking colonial hybrid. You bt^ume like a wt^ed in the gar- 
den. The only comforting thing about that h<el]iig is lhat it's 
going to increase, because more and more of the world Is 
becoming like that. That gives me EPptimism. 

Cineaction: Where would you say your work fits among 
other Indians working outside of India. 13^^ ytru find connec- 
hons to Rushdie, or Hanif Kureishi, ca — 

Krishna: t don' I krK>w how il fits, because 1 dEin't know' that 
it's such a broad spectrum of things that yi>u can find yourself 
in il. I dEjn't know lhat 1 have any connection with Hanif 
Kureishi. The concerns afen't the same, or if they are they're 
presented very differently. 

My interests are kind of specific. They have to do with nar- 
rativex and what t jusi went lo lengths and pains lo describe 
to you. PtxTple talk abemt cinema as a formal event. Hul I can't 
quite dissociate those formal concerns from narrative con- 
cems, becau.^' I tend lo see stories as a p4,ilitical event, the 
anema becomes a political event. The act of making E.1nema 
becomes a political event And this is inspir'd by cinema 
frE>mtheh(ls 

Since ihen it's been sublimated inlEi art again. 1 think, 
w'hen did Cknlard slop talking? Well, Ckidard sloppid tHilking 
w'hen LTiltural theorists started using dnema as their arena for 
talking about culture. I have llw Hggesi quarre^i with cultural 
thtvrists, lo be frank. For them, films are the occasion, the text 
by which you can read other things. And so it betximes the 
dipmain for talking about Marxism, feminism, EPr any other 
"ism." I don't kno^w that thal regally addresses what f want to 
address, w^hich is that cinema il^lf is piditical The veiy con- 
struction of cinema Ls p^^litical. And mosf cultural Ihi^trisfs 
don't know fuck all about cinema. They rely much too much 
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i.m c^^nk'rLV insiv+iti I’t kHikinj^ je hi*w ihu b^iory 
is tM, <ind w h,iE th^iE hnis tis witli anik^m, 
ortd wilh ihiL' pt>lilici/4=ttu>n <st KintiTiE. Stp thji 
OEiEtTpris^." is rt'.iS]y .it ihf tst ih^ Hlm- 

ETidkLT, bi'^CAuM’ il siEfiii'fs iht.' 1 1 liii nij . To 
trtMl cinemji js .i t<ilk .iLn^ut thc"sr 

other things ihv (ilmrfiflker is li primi- 

tive. He hjs no rejl ^oice. Me is just .1 stHTkil 
pr^iiiuLir ^'hicK I, the privileged Lulturjl ihai- 
ristn c^n t^ilk 4iboul. And .1 dis^gm- wiEli ih.it. 

One sees oneself as raised pnmanty m thee 
t rad i lions ol Ehe 2tllh eenlury — surrealisin, 
modernism ^ I gei lirtd ol ht^ing e.ilkd s^sme 
kind of Hindi dnema Ire.ik. Sti 1 mmid say it's 
mort* than evpjtriate IndiJii work, it's .1 eerlain 
kind of w^ttrk thal is p4Jsteitloni.il, living in ihe 
homelard of the old ettlonul hi E her. 

Cinejclian: And Caniidian fdmm.ikers? 
Krishna: I find myself much more aligned 
with S4jmi*ttne like l eli^ de Kooy ttr Isaac juLien 
than wiih hruce McThtiiHild itr Aktm Kgoyan. 
That's noE to s.iy iheir films are hod or giMsJ. 
Efs just, how dii these films e^ist .is a mitee- 
menlT 

Cinraction: In vour i‘har.icEer h.is an 

unresitleed streak of seK-hatredr an e\lrenie 
disatinti^rl with Indiann^'ss as detined by Ehose 
around him. What weire you draining iiii? 
Krishna; just e^pvTience NitI just mi 04 % hut 
alsvi I he experience of Indians w'ho live here. 
Theri' .irc' certain things that .ire acceplahle and 
certain things that are utiacceplable il you're 
an Indiann cerE.iin things lh.it you keep at 
home, cerlain things th.iE you ki\^p outside the 
home. Kvenlu.illy th.il gult hi'comes very diffi- 
cult to bridge, an^l otten vou>e pul in a |.H^si- 
tion where you have It* go with one or the 
iither. This is Ehe essenti.ilist .irgumeni The 
opp 4 ssing, kiiLs-'ierk reaction is to h.ite iL 

And again it comes m Irving tii hike tluv 
Rdh-t WjJffEsjfJ fi kind ot character and 

examine hts alienation. In Ehis case E hat's 
ivhere it comes trinm. It you have enough 
r^icism di reck'd against you^ like it ivas htfe in 
the TtK, at some pivlnt you lind yourself vvaver- 
mg N’twit’n self-hatred and S4‘^it-gli>rificalii>n. I 
think b(,iEh of thtisx^ are untenable, and thev're 
both Ehere in v .nnous characters m EN' him. 
Cineiction; The easier plol woiiki have had 
v^our character ■‘progress' h* the piiint where he 
accepts his hybrid ity and U^omi.'s less alii-n.iE- 
t'd. Vtnj don't do I hat The film ends wilh him 
in an imrcsHvletHi position. Why? 

Krishna; He goes from st'lf-hiitri-d to a kind o! 
facile acceplance He's an ^uiEsider within a 
cc^mmunity of outsiders I coukin'E buy him 
coming to terms with his hybrid it v and living 
happily afler And if I wrote that it prttbably 
w'oulJ have been construed as a nice happv 
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etidihg dn>rwdy. liybridity n m uitdefined posiEinn. Vou'fe 
always fluctuating. So how can you be happy with it? 
Cineaclion: People are cdlling this a |K^tm<xi<Tii filrUrand — 
Krishna: I hate thal word, and 1 don't think it is. I don't think 
it's ptwtmtKiem. A masala is not a pastiche. You i:i>mhine a 
hunch oi dliien?nt things to create a taste thal diX'Sn't exist in 
any one of the things. With a pastiche the elements don't 
amount to anything more — 

CiileicHon: They don"! cohere. 

Krishna: They don't cohere. The reason why white artists 
make postm;>dernist art is because they rt^aliy can't make 
sense of the world, Thai wKi>Ke stnicture of colonialism, and 
the east- west spilit^ it's mjmbling. Wow can they make stmse 
of it? This is the story they've been trying to subwTibe to for 
500 years. So things get postmtHfernist- But when you gel 
people who are ghosts of the past - w^hat's this Indian guy 
doing here? — when you get ghosts of the past telling stories 
drawing fnsm different things, it's not the pastiche of post- 
modernism al all. Jl becomes a different kind of thing. It 
becomes a very political language^ a political gesture, which 
postmodernism isn''L Comfortable while people dabbling in 
the world is nnt poLilical in the way that Marquez's or 
Rushdie's w^ritings are. 

Cineaction: How did you want the musical numbers to func* 
tion in the film? 

Krishna: I wanti^d them to express the inner lives of these 
characteni, a %'ery unChristian sensc^ of subjectiT.'ity. 

The Christian mind has a problem with subjectivity 
because it believes that fhe world is noble, either through God 
or through rationalism,^ if they're post -Christian. Whtm you 
acknow ledge subjectivity then you undermine people's objec- 
tive statements aK>ut the w'orld. I w^-anted to express inrviT 
lives of these characlersH but I didn't want to do it in familiar 
ways, Itkt' the flash tuck. I wanted to resort Kt something else. 

f thought the musical was ihe w^ay. 

But il wasn't the Hindi movie musical that inspired it. It 
was the idea of the musical, that song can Mrrvo as a break 
fn^m Ihe narrative One thinks, then, that the narrative is the 
tJbjective reality of the story^ and then you have the musical 
numbers as sub^xlive fantasies But I wanted to lum what is 
the subkxrtive and what is the objective. So in Ihe firsi musical 
numN'r f wanted il lo be a blend of things. There's the Indian, 
Ihe Hindi musical, the BuNby Berkeley musical, the music 
video. That charatier can choose to represent herself, to fanla- 
si/.e abt^ul herself, in all ihri'e ways. There's the fndtan god- 
dess^ the St-mi for 5ecyM Brothers, and some kind of 

miKlemist combination, some AmelitV Earheart. airplarie-fly- 
ing thing. 

Th^w are fhe mi>sl blatant elemv^^ts ihal convey I hat sub- 
jectivity, but it exists in smaller things, like the airplanes. And 
the projections ci the charactcT I play. They're not flashhacks, 
because he was never on the plane, they're prtjjeclions of 
w'hat might have happened. Alsi> l,ord Kirshna, who turns up 
on T\^ in the sky^ and also in Knshna's dream. So, what is 
subjective space, and w'haf is the objective spaa- of Ihe film? 
They intiTSasi. 

Cineaction: f remembef when we fir?il met on the set of 
you were pn^lly dear in nevt wanting in he considered 
a Canadian filmmaker. Where dtM?s that uneas^^cume fa^m? 


Krishna: We all know who ctmlrols Ihe stories in Canada,^ 
w^hat the story Ls, and why no one^ sbll, talks aboul Ihe plane 
I hat blew up -over the Atlantic, why the ship of Sikhs a hun- 
dred years ago is never talked abinii in hislory- 

Fine, I have a Canadian passpcjit. f've spent a lot of lime 
here. But there is no Canadian cinema with refenenoe lo my 
film, ft doesn't exist. Canadian cinema comes out of docu- 
mentary^ Ihe ^ibservabonal way of looking a I Ihe world. And 
h^s a big lie. Every way of Uxikiiig al Ifw world is a vested 
way. So I don't really find a tradition of Canadian cinema to 
come out evi. 

Cmeaction: And yet Masak speaks quite directly about and to 
Canada, in terms of paredying things like the Mounties, muh 
tieulturalLsm,^ hcKkey 

Krishna: Mainstream is represented by the icons of main- 
stream Canada, which is the ministry of multiculturalism, as 
far as so^alled muliiculhjrab go. People accept Lord Kifshna 
— a blue god — in the film, but they don^l accept the 
Mounties. "Why did you have to use the Mounhes that way?' 
They have no trouble accepting Uird Krishna. 

Whether J'm a Canadian or an Indian is irrelevanl. Thai 
kind of nation-state way csf dividing culture is irrelevant to 
my pC'rsonal expenence. If you can't subscribe to the domi- 
nant definition, then eithef you spend your life banging away 
a I that door, or it bi'Cumes irrelevant to you. 

CineactiDfi: But il can'l be irrelevant lo you because you 
directly lake on those Carvadian master narratives — the hero- 
ism and justice of ihe mounties, the benevolence of the min- 
istry of rnulticulturalism — 

Kirshna: Yeah, but I wrote this script to be set in England, 
too- And it was cricket, and the Bobbies ir^stead of the 
Mounties. So the film deals w^ith the icons of Canada- f sHlI 
feel as alienaksi as I ever did 

How different is Canada from America than Texas is from 
the rest of America? It's very hard to say this is Canadian 
when I hat whole idea^ Shat w^hole m eta narrative has just 
crumbUNj miserably. I don't know, I don't have a soundbite 
ft>rthat 

Cineaclion; I know^ you've said the audience for Mi.sala is 
unformed^ or forming with its release, bui even with that 
inmmplete sense, w^hal do you want audienctfs to take away 
fn^m watching the film? 

Krishna: I ihiiught thal w'as what I was telling you for the last 
two hours. 

Cineacliun: VVell, a S4>undbiie would be gtmd now. 

Krishna; I think I w^ant pvsiple to ask what J asked very early 
on, the question of the film. Who is the author of the world 
wo live in? And whal story are wo going to tell now to 
explain the world back to ourselvo? So the question may be 
can we really understand each either. Comedies, tragedies, all 
those old familiar ways c^f telling each other stories don't 
make sen.s^^v Krause there are petiple who don't understand 
your comedies or your tragedies. And it's imperative that you 
communicate lo thi’m m^w. They're not going lo hide in their 
colonial hewek any mtw, so you have to address It- Again, 
that's ntrt a stmndbite. 
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1 i-ii yejr!* I wTidf -in .irtick- on U Jlurt- iilms in QiK^bti- in which t contTci^tti.1 

(hi- n.4dlivc paucity oi dnimdlio itralurL^ bv Anjtlo <_ .mjclian wnmcn to the t merl- 
in tradition in Quebec J I went tsn to that thi^ imbaljncc had a greal deal to do 

w ith ditturent provincial a^endt"i and, cniicalLy, with the ctnpha^i> on lan^uaj^i.' 

and t.njlturai priKluiiion a^ ihe Lcntral L-oncern^^i ttl thi- women's movement in Quebec com- 
fMU’d li> more' immedialelv puslitical util Liana n a ppnhich ol C Hinadian leminists. 

In eight years, a greal deal has cliangisi. Wilh ihe succi'sh ol tilms Like Tit / Irani" ihe 
Aicrffltijds Sill, Ali/ Arprcrridtr Csnishi, r^yji/tas and f raU-mY. a delermined genera- 

turn ot Anglo Canadian wiimen Himmakers comrnitti'vl to dramatic prsKfiKtitiii has Lndis- 
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put^bly In QuubLV, nvw lilrntridkiTh like Llm PckjI 

have vmerj^ed iind older lilmmi^kers such .is Mireille 
DAns€*n?flij Lind Michelinv i^nctol h«ive cnnlinued lo produtv, 
with di^licully and mxr extended periled > oi time, sts.'iind and 
third fealtire?^. What is indit'd remarLibli- iin that in the pentnJ 
up t>rily Anne Claire Ptjjrier succeeiU^l w directing 

riH^re than one feature and this largely due lo her sinecure at 
the National Film Bckard.^ 

More often than the experience near hankrwptcv 
entaik%i in the production of the firsi leatufe kxnipkd veith the 
frustrations of limited dislrihution and hostile critical 
response made it exlrat>rdinartly difficultr if ntut impossible, to 
embark on a secimd feature adx enture. As has btvn wi^ll dix - 
umenti^ in the case of Joyce VVieland, her experience^ with 
lire f&r Sfturc ivd her to withdraw Inim filmmaking allti^eth- 
cr.^ It is only very reoenlly with a st»rit*s of short experimt-ntal 
works that Wieland has made a reappearance. I'l^day, w^e tan 
happily identified filmmakers wilh developing bodies of 
work: the abstract and richly formal explorations ol the 
female psyche and the assixiations of madness and creatix ltv 
in the work of Lea f*iMiL the strtmg regional insistentv in the 
family melodramas of Ann Wheeler j and theconani with the 
oppri'Ssive factors of language and instituliimali/csi define 
tions of identity that have marked the films of Patricia 
Cruben. 

The devekipmenl t»f feature films by women is i^ibviously 
linked to the ryxle of Knim Lind busi the Canadian feature 
industry^ as a who-le and to the rx^lative health (progni^is: cril- 
ical) of our dislhhution and exhibition sectors. Whelher the 
current const^rvative era of cutbacks and prlvatii^ation wrill 
remain hiispitable to ivomen inlertsti-d in dramatic fea lures 
remains open lo question, particularly as these' films Lire 
almtisl entirely de^vndent on stale support, proi tncial and 
federal funding agencit'Sn Lirt councils and CKC t>r RAHIO 
CA!MAI;>A. In a study commissii>ned by Tern f Fite WrFPFicPi in 
fHnj iinJ it was found thEit nine pcTceni of ihe $7.25 mil* 
lion handed oul li> Canadian producers by Teletllm Canada in 
1987/88 went to W'omen and I hat wximen repri'sj.nt nine per- 
cent of direit^^i''' and 15 percent ot writt^rs on pro^^cts that 
rt'Ceived Telefilm investment. 4 irrd MefL March Itl. 

1990k One cause for LFphmIsm are Ihe pnu-incial funding 
agench's, such as 5lf>EC in Quebec and the OITX' m O^ntanoj 
which have proven themselves wilting to take shghtlv more 
risks wuth inmwative and mw filmmakers than their kderat 
counterparl — Patricia Ro/ema's ivc Utani ffic .V-fcrmaiifs 
Siwyuijf K'ing a case in ps>iiit How'ever, trom a eurMsrv^ and 
dexidtxtiy mm -scientific survey of wximen w'orkmg in ihis 
(leldH sex^cral in Quebec lelt that Ihecontinuts.! existence cd (he 
"^cinema d' auteurs/' the pers<mLiL independent and stri>nglv 
Indigenxnis dnema iif modest means, w as Kvoming increas- 
ingly impressible. Cov en the curn iit pcditical economy where 
priority is given lu hriiadca'«t licences and co-pnsduetuin 
deals, there is a distinct d Linger that the cultural aspexts of 
filmmaking wilt be overshadiswed bv protit-making concerns 
There is an i^bvious danger in dealing with a territory as 
diverse and wide ranging in imagination and apprivicl^ as 
wximen's fi'aturt^ in one survey article w^itlund diluting and 
undents! uing impi^rtant differena-s of politics and aesihetits. 
For the remainder of this article ! will take a knik at l 1 llmitixl 


group tif fcFur films drawn from this recent bt>dy of wxirk 
W'hich embtHiy a certLiln thematic consistency* namely.* an 
appropriation and expli>it.itlon of mekxlrama. Tht'st' are: Tht 
Far dir. |t>ycc Wieland, 1976; Luyafljcs. Jir. Ann 

VVhiX'Icr. 1986; f. Artist hi’ Onir. dir. Mireille I^anscTeau, 1979; 
and Ajrn Trisfrr. dir. Ijea P(H)L 1985, My intention is not to 
ptw mekidramLi as an essentially feminine' genre or as a rei' 
fied Kdy of generic conventions but to demonstrate its flexi- 
bitity as tin interpretive grid as it is transp4>sed into different 
discursive contexts. While the four films I w ill be* examining 
shan- certain conven lions, their indivjdtial appropriations E>f 
mekdrama occur in very diHelX'rit manners. 

MeliHJrama. from the gtithic romances i>f Jane Austen and 
the Hnmte sisters to aflemcon lelex ision M^ps, has long been 
a priiik'ged ob^l of feminist inquiry in both film and I iter * 
ary^ thtv^y^ Feminist intm'st in the genre has slemmixJ frxjm 
the recognition that melodrama, from its inception, has 
address'd a female spt\1alvn, hixh in rx^Jatiop to specific mar- 
keting strategies’* and to he genre's ‘‘feminized’" narrative 
Content, its characteri/atiim and cc^m monplace pkn complica- 
tions w^hich concern the realm of the domestic: the family, 
romance, children, lovers and the struggle of wi>men danng 
to nu>ve trom this space into the public realm 

MekHlr.imatic texts are usi-fu] ailtural artetacls, not simply 
because they repriduce dominant cultural definitinns but 
precisely because* i>l the manner in which thi^- dominant def- 
initic»ns are w-eighttvl with idetdogical contradictions that the 
metidramatic text cannot ri’Siolye. On one le%vl, in flollywiHid 
meliKirLimas of the fortii^ and fifties narrative conflicts are 
habitually and classically restiKx*d through thi^ renew exl inte- 
gratiOiH ttt the family Stray desire is tanuxJ and the previouslv 
wavtTing ptmer of the fsitriLirch is nL*-estahhshixJ However, 
as lacquelyn 5uter, among others, has argued ihi^ demand for 
narrLitlve cktsure runs counter lo strong repri'stmtatii^ns of 
female independence and desire rL'sulling in the text being 
split into two conflicting disxXTUrsc«».'’ J\itriarchal order may 
be re-L'stablished through narrative closure hut this ending, as 
it LKcurs ill the films of IXiuglas birk, lor example, is ironic 
and I'xci.'ssix e, serv ing to denaturaliye fxiwer and to suggt*st a 
trenchant critique of the hourgi.sjis tamilv 

The appropriation of the genre, wilh all Its attendant idtxi- 
logical contradictions by feminist filmmakers, is [>hviously 
not a case* of simple repetition of the HoIIvwxhhI formula, for 
these films are specif k ally addix«^Mxi to the w'orking through 

1 Ixmfifellah , CiHrium Fs. 1 *^ 8 ? VtiJr^rtu' f... Silvia Spring. fcMTtl, 

TV fiTF Sfcihrr. [>sr IVh'U n J. t'TTh. ^ .MaSfrt'M- Dht ^1nl™' ]*¥m 

6tiujllv Ihi,' jinM tcalUfi’ dim1i.sl hs j raiuduin WL)TnJ|i UdiJr fci ChU * 
L‘an*fOu, dtrwk'd fcy Shrpni^Ti who ViTOtr. prL8l:ui.'rd . and 

iri |}iK- ti]m 

2. ^f^urjr tf Tui^ frtr ainl i‘^. wt-m- Itw- twin drj!malm- 

Ff jtLint^ diir^%-ksJ iSy Tlm hit 

1 Kav ApmjUjti'. "Ietvli- Wii-!amL hrmini^l [XxTjnn'nt jfv . and th*- 
H-d I hr WSuL, CuTidJiiaFr /npjrtMl 48 PiiJdjL iff ifriJ .s<n laJ /X^irv. \ it\ n. no 1-2. 

jnd LaUhdl ttihinir^iO. ’'Tltw,' F‘|.lm*fcOr tiWiV WlrlAnd.“ tn /L»Vir Wjfiamf. 
TnrtmELF, art Mi T(.»riinto, |S87 

^ Stx- in j^sirtkular. VIji-h Ann IXiaK^ TV h* fV^inr IViimri?? * f rJm 

irfF^ i-J-fti -H fULWimingSm ImJMndif L!navi-f>Ov iwr 

^ |jicq;Liif iv n Sutler. ’"t-Vmimn^r rx^-idarvi,’ m C hri^iophcr Stfung." t’fdrnrra 
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S Ttrrvj dr Laaftfli*!. /Siiftn f r W? F if m 

fitiK!imjii^l£in In-diaPi . p ]*i? 



l4r by |oyf s W Lrland 


U'mdk'dL^in? Thi' aslk^iivtf LTh^mcterizatiiim o\ k'mjic pni- 
ihL'- tiiisL‘-on-sci?int\ I hr spiviht: jilowanct? And spALV 
p,ivi*n tn flhrm-itivr TertiJik' retail"^ to the ven ihfkt- 

enl discLiPiiveAnd starting ptiint of these ^i3ms 

Feminist lilm theorist Ivtvs^ de Ljureti^^ once exiled for 
feminist fitms ihjt were not sinti- 0 'dt];Ml hut cedipal with 4 
venf^e.ineer'^ titms thjt (he tables im convention a] j^it- 

terns o! identificritiiiin And desire In the k>or hi ms I will K* 
d is^'tissin^, ii'dipAl ven|;eAtiCr is cerlAinly a trenthAtil chdfiic- 
tensile and t^tie. furthermore, thAt entries the critique of the 
Kmr^etsis family And cullurAl const ru<iions ui femininity «Tnd 
mAsculinilv int^i^ verv^ difterent lemtones. VVhik^ T’ftf* fsir f>/n>rr 
is thi^ i^nly fiim m this series fsKus on the impossibility of 
the roitiAntic lieterivsexual coupk% a 13 the oihers constitute 
lemAle re3iitii>iisKtps to other females as their narrjtive 
premise And psychic core, a move is'hich displAcc^s clAssical 
in’dif.'ul tfA^vtorK^ And w^hicK sugj^esls a suba-ersive ulEopi' 
anism. I Kavo mentiont'd difference^ heit' usinj^ the slAndArd td 
I he mAle-Authored classicAl mekidrATnA of HoltywmHi, biit 
there Are obvio^islv differences between and within these 
films w hich heAr on different‘X“s of race, of cIass, and ol cul- 
lure, and il is lo thi’se differenct^ thAl II wnll now^ turn in a 
discussii>n of the inkhvidiiAE films. 


Thl Far SftORf. 

in the IMSOS, "Hrc far 5/iorc rein\ents the trAj^ie romAntic 
(aIc of lorn Thomstm. I he tinmp t^f Seven painter whose sud- 
den death n^mAins An unrestWvevl mystery Wieland uses this 
resimAnl tale sd thet anadian w4ldemt*ss to invesi a spectacu- 
larly j^t^thic I ale of Eulalie, a spurned Qiiebecois K^auly who 
rriHi fries Re>ss, an An§;lo entn^pfeiumr who whisks hef off to a 
stilling aiicestral home. There, Filial ie languishes in boredom, 
plaving s<.nnbre piet^iS o-n the piano until she mtvls Tom, a 
fm‘- spin led soul-mate ivhLn*^ pAinlings are being purchased 
as investments by her husband. When Tom departs on an 
ex tend iH.! trip lo A\’oid the cspmplicatii>ns of their bur^ 

geoning Itsve, Fulalie lapses into melancholic calatonia. 
Finally, one dav at her husband's summer retreat Tom is 
sightisJ and she leaps mto the w'ater to swim to him. Pursuil 
is immtxiiate, himt^ver, and after a gkpriously sensual (and oh 
S 4 > Canadian! hoiit Eit loveniuiking in the sensual recesses of a 
ni>rthi^n lake. Fulalle and Tom are followed and prtxipiious- 
Iv shiTt bv Repss's hard drinking companion. 

Wieland s debt to he mekidrAinaHc I radii ion extends far 
beyond ihe gothic pmp'urtiEins of her narrativer as her ct^m- 
mentatEii^ have pimKxt oufT Ikr use of matting, iris effects 


10 


< Ti I 



41x1 i^khoratL’ fadt ' m and nut^. mimic the technii^UL's of curly 
silcnr film meliMJfafna^. Her most purposeful ntatioil occurs 
duriri|^ the cafux^ chase scene at the end cti the film when? the 
single piano score and I he tempo of Cfoss cutting bears ironic 
reference to Gnffith and the likes of The Perik of Puu/iFir. 

Thf^se ironic citations of cinematic reflectivity obviously 
distance fhe film from any realist traditii^n and certainly 
dentand some pmfound rea>nsiderations of the realisl debate 
as it has been pursued within film theory. Indeed^ as 
Christine Ck'dhill has pointed out, the entire mekjdfamatic 
tradition steers a s^ery intriguing course betwtien the realist 
tradition and an overt postmexiem deconstruction: 

'i>%^hile the drive of realism is to possess the world by 
underslanding itn and the modern and posl-modern 
explore in different ways the consevjuences of this ambi- 
tious disillusion, tlx* ctmtral drive of meliKlraina is to force 
meaning and identily from the inadequacies cif language...^ 

While melodrama roots itself in the represenlation, as 
GledhilE puts il. "of the malenal world of everyday reality 
and lived estperience/' its intent is !o undermitH’ any simple 
asSiKiation of representation and mality by insisting on mean' 
ings I hat are inaccessible and irreducible to linguistic conven- 
tions. Peter BnioLs, W'hrtse book Tfrc Mc/rtframiifK IwidijirtaJjoir 
has bea>ine a kKtis classicus for I he lheori?^ation mekidra- 
ma, rt'feis to I be mekxlramatic text as "a text of muteness.'^ 
arguing that the genre's founding characteristic is its ct^nsis- 
lenl referentv to ihe limitlessness of meaning w hich lies isut- 
sidc ol language.'* As language is rendeti-d duplicitous and 
unstable in this tradition. BnxiLs continues, Ihe responsibility 
for conveying significance is shifted onio other registers 
which are nonverbak gesluraL theatrical and exprt^ssionisl 
A more fitting description of T/ir Far Shtrre could not be 
found, for il is a film w^hich is premised on the failure of lan- 
guage, a film w^htise articulateness is far more invt^sted in its 
minute attention to detail and ob^x'ls within the frame^*^ and 
in thkr visceral painterly quality ^>f Ihc' lighhng 

The other salient charadiinristic which siluates r/tr Far 5fiinm 
in the meltKlramatic tradition is ils use of broadly skelched 
character types. One of the displacements that the lexi of 
muteness effects, arira>rding lo Brwks, is lo use characters as 
types w'hich are deniixl any illusion of depth, interioiity or 
psychological aimplexity in order to iheatricalire moral and 
ethical conflicts. The characters in Thf Far Shore are clearly 
markers of larger six'ial forces, their presence conveyed less 
through a sens*^ of their interionW than through an excessive- 
ly hroad acting style and characterization. This absence of 
depth in characlcrization is support^xi by the camera move- 
ments within the frame which usually occur acrt’rts strictly 
horizontal or vertical lines, where the landscape functions as 
a tiackdn>p lo characters whi) appear dwarfwi by its timeless- 
ness 

Eulalie and Tom are associated with art. sexual liberation 
and. most impxjrtantly, with a philosophy in w^hich the indi- 
vidual Ls related to the landscape in a bond of spiritual and 
aesthetic rapport. For Tom, this rapp:>rt is signalled by his 
affiliation with theCifOupof Seven, Ihe firsl highly significant 
non -realist tradition in Canadian landst'ape painting, As dis- 


tinguished from the realist trad i lion. Landscape is irarLsfofmtxJ 
in the w'ork ol the Group of Seven in!t> si^mt^hing other^ a 
psychically resonant mylhic space which insists on its own 
indfability 

Beyond the specific natiia^ of Tt:^m's art piiaclice, neither 
Tom ru>r Fulalie prt^sumes a hierarchical relatiE^n to nature: 
dt>gs are 0>n.sidered equals and invitid to Ihe table, raaions 
nestle in their canoes and natuie ivm^in^ a M^urcei?! romantiL' 
inspiration. Even desire for each other is con!>tituud as an 
exten.sion and embtxiiment of ihis philseajphy: Ihe ultimate 
so^nei^l Consummation fxxiiring liti-rally through the individ- 
ual's assimilahon mto the landscapt^ as their tw'o are 

entw'ined and submerged in the lake, the gesture* of lovemak- 
ing occuring without a w'ord being excK.inged. 

By rtmtrast, and his asstxiates am* punted ivith iha- 
same broadly sketched brushstrokes as representatives of 
those social h>rees — advcKates of lechmslogy as tht- new' sec- 
ular rt4igiE>n — I hat George Grant lanientid as being respon- 
sible for ihe dissolution of Canada as a distinctive nation. 
Rtws and his college aimrade are engineers, ELvhnExrats and 
capitalists w'hE»si,- rx'lation to naluaMs purely insttunuTilal. 

The lar reliance on this serii*s of btnarv tsppwites to 

slructunt* its universe of meaning constitutes the film as a 
morality play w^here gtuxi confronts evil and is saUlv and 
tragically defeati,d. The decimation ol any alternative philo- 
sophical €>pti^in tti the techrMvratic will to pswer is predicted 
Ihn^ugh the momenlum of the narrative which mi>ves ivlent- 
lessLy to the final murdepi tif Tom and Eulalie, What aninters 
the narrative vict^^ry of the torces of tis.‘hn^HTacv, htswever, is 
the profound st*n.se of melarichi^ly and loss which allends the 
final scenes of the film, a Iews insenbed on the side Eif the inex- 
pressible. The presence of a certain weight of meaning 
bey^md Ihe limitations of language is also evoked ]n scenes 
w^here the amtemplation ti>l nature, of the glorii>us ixirlhem 
lakes and wilderness, tip-rates as a silent and counterpiintal 
force to the pn^grt^ssitm of narrative and alludes to he pissi- 
bility, by their very exiensive duration, of other modes of 
organizing time and sp^aa-. 

The space oi E>!lH-mt*ss in the film, of that istheriiess tti lan- 
guage, isalMv, and m<wl significantly, ass^x iatefl with Ihe repv 
tx^mtatiim of female dt'sim. The working ihnmgh of dcsin,- in 
the film is cenlnsJ on the figure 4>f EuLilie wht> emhtxjies the 
naiTali^ e image of desire, as Wi eland hers**lf, has it: "If 

you wcn‘ Im^king for a single pictum lo dt*scribe the mi>vie, 
rd say il wms a picture of Eulalie dresstxi in her long blue 
skirl, while blouse and straw hal, standing by the w-aler."' 
Eulalie is also incrt*asmgly constiluti'd in the film as a subieci 
and agent 4>f desire, il is her a cl ion: purnping mlo ihe lake, 
which sets the final narrative movement in mi>tii>n. That her 
desire can only exist on I side of language, Koweier, is con- 
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veyed scent* where Fyiatic visits Tom 

in his cdbin. pitks up his fruj^nirying gbss anJ mouths some"- 
thing tLi hjm to which he rt*Hpt>nds in kind. Here, ctimmunica- 
tion is miwl hri>.id]y gestural h the muvemient ot the mouths 
straining tiiward bui stopping short of language. 

The articiilatk^n <.jf her desire is also displaced into other 
signilying registersn spedfically, through certain visual cine- 
matic ti-s-'lmiques. After Tom has fled into the wildemesSr a 
clt^se-up shot reveals Eulalie lying on lH*r btd in a darkened 
nxim. As she languishes in a deep depression (particularly 
after Ross's misguided effort [o pin her melancholy on the 
h>ss of hjer loimer fiance) Ifn* camera irises down, framing her 
face in an extreme close up. This shot disusolves into a white* 
disc on which is sopefimptfeed the image of a cantx\ drifting 
acros^t a lake The camera iHfX^s out to reveal Tom in the 
canm*. This series of dissolves and mses links the two roman- 
lically and,as I juren Rahinovit/ suggesh., may he ascribed to 
Eulalie's subft^cti^'ity as ^a subjective sexual daydneam.''u 

The silence associated with Eiulalie's desire is carried 
Ihrvnigh h> the final sequence of the film where after the shots 
have been fired, the camera traces the surface of water in a 
long [>an, recording Tittn's bidy fltviting face down. The pan 
continues but imly disclose*^ Rula lie's hat^ the onscrt^*n mark- 
er of her disappearance. Rabinovit/'s suggestion that this 
absence of Fulaliv's bedyj "ruptures mehdramatic clcssnre" 
through its allusion to ''an as yet unactualind territory-*^ 
powerfully reaffirms Tfrc ftfr Sftnre's affiniiy with the melo- 
dramatic traditieni's concern w^ilh traoseending the con- 
straints of dominant ciilturt*. 


L0YALT}ES 

While ihe abstraction of the charactL^rs and I he fatal rt^mantic 
arc of the narrative in Jirt fa/ all omsiituie the film on a 
certain mvthic level, enlers far more dt^'ply into the 

representational con trad id ions of melodr^^ma. <.>11. one level 
the film's gritty social issue realism, its "riMr ted ness in the 
material rx*ality of everyday life" place it in the Canadian tele- 
vision and film trsditiiin of docudrama. However, the lilm's 
golhie narrative elements, its condensisi symbol i/ahon and 
its villain^ a sleretitypic charact 4 >ri/.ition. situate the film as 
fKwsessing significanlly different derivations. It is this diffcrr- 
that produces the film's doubled meaning, si> charaeler- 
istic of melodrama w*hei\* the lesi operates, as Cledhill points 
oulr 'T?olh on an imaginary level, internal to ficlional print uc- 
lion, and on a n-^alist leveL w^hich refers lo ihe w'orld outside 
Ihelexl "1^ 

t>ne ol the aims of melodrama, as I have argued, is to 
exploit the representations of the mal in L>rder to indicate and 
point to the existi-nce at the edge of the frame of unrepresent- 
ini and repressed menming In Ihe reprt'sstid is asso- 

ciated w ith what lies beyond the ap|.x-arance of familial nor- 
mal ity: male aggression and sexual v iolence. 

The film bi*gins with an archetypic gothic S4’ene: a dark 
and stormy night, rain beating on the w indow of what 
appears to be an isolated cottage. A Vtsung child in a yellow 
maantosh runs up to the windoiv and kxik-s in, the camera 


aligning itself with his perspc'Ctive A man in a suit and 
another figure, whose identity is obscurtsJ, are struggling. 
The camera cuts to a side table which featurt"- a smiling fami- 
ly portrait of a husband and wife w*hich suddenly, ominously, 
falls to the floor and shatters. All the exaggerated and 
overbkjwn con veni ions of melodrama are brought together 
here with a flourish: a family secret, the vkdence and perx er- 
sion of Ihe home accenlualed by Ihe viotenct*ol the rainslorm 
a nd the opaqueness tsf the night . The scene, ht>w'e% remains 
completely unanchored in any kind of narrative context. It 
serves ratlHT to inlrcwluce mood and lon*.% an atmosphere of 
darkness and a sense oi fatalism drawn through the associa- 
tion of male violence with the unamirollable forces of nature. 

This atmosphere is completely contrasled by the ne>:t 
sequence which features a small airplane flying over Lac 
l^Biche in northern Alberta. A (veryj British woman, Lily, 
stares out the window holding a baby and attends ti> her 
other two children. She arrives to a w^arm welcome from tlH- 
natives who welcome her to the bush, prc^flering T-shirls 
which proclaim, "When=' the Hell is Lac LaBicht^?" and hug- 
ging her unrestrainedly. Her husband David's gm-ting is 
much more restrained as he w'hispers "I w'asn'l sure you were 
coming." He has got himself appointed as the town's doctor 
and finds the isc^lation congenial to bis purptwc*s. In the con- 
trast bi^ween these first two sc^quences, the film ctmstruds a 
classic melodramatic dialectic between the said and the 
unsaid, betwtH?n the appearance of domestic unity and its 
gothic underside. As CledhifI observ^es: 

Charactt^lstically ihe meUxIramalic plot turns on an ini' 
tial, often deliberately engineered, mism’ognition of Ihe 
inniKence of a central protagonist. By definition the inno- 
cent cannot use the powders available to the villain; kdlow- 
ing Ihe dictates of their naturx*, thc^' must become victims, 
a pt>sition legitimated by a range of devices which ratitv 
nalise I heir apparent inaction in their own behalf. 
Narrative is then progTesMsJ through a struggle for clear 
moral identification of all protagonists and is finally 
resolved bv public recognilion of where guilt and inn^i- 
omce really lie.''* 

The narrative of Lnya^/ies is propertied by the necessity of 
exposing this dark family secret condensed arnund the figure 
uf Davids which leads im*xorably and fatally to the final cli- 
max w'here appearances will be rt'conciled w*ith underlying 
reality. Narrative suspense builds IhroUgh the progressive 
accretion of suspicions coneerning the actual moliva lions and 
di.'-sirt-s of this character as thes4* are raist^J through David s 
intensifying interest in Ihe young Metis girl, Leona. The 
scenes with Lt^ona lake on an ominous character such as the 
scene where David is scx.>n cavorting with l4?ima in the lake, 
picking her up again and again. At one level, the sct'ix* repre- 
sents, to the innocent ohserver, sirnple lamily fun. On the 
other, the dark current of sexuality lends the scene its duplici- 
tous quality 

This fatalism of the narrative climaxes at the end of the 
film when Lily and Rttseanne go off hJ celebrate Lily's birih- 
day and Leona is left \o babysit Lily's children. Tht* rain and 
thunder of the scene immediately link it to the film's opening 
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sequetii’c 4nd this mise-en-jbymi,' is ccTrilpt^undcti by tKi? 
ancient hniTor flick Lennnrj is w^ikhin^ on lele vision, with its 
chilli n|^ sound Ernck of scrvains and organ music. David sud- 
denly reEiims early ln>ni a Wishing trip and prvKrt'ds (o ply 
Leonora with champagne and Hattery. Hventuilly his veneer 
ai geiflUenesH enipltKles as h*^ teafis off the child's blouse and 
rapids her on ihe from law^ti just as Lily and Roseanne Atv 
returning from iheir night out- 

The other dynamic which struclures the film, often against 
this narrative pulL is the e^ploralinn of the differences — eco- 
nomic, cultural and se^tual — between the two central protag- 
onisls: Lily, ihe ^lily white'' BriEish upper-class wife and 
Roseanne i;TanE4,HP C'atdinal), the Metis, a more or less single 
mol her w ho is engaged Eo work as a domestic in Lily's house. 
While I his es^ploration involves a certain linearily as it lraa«i 
the developing friendship and intimacy be E ween the two 
w'omen Ehrough the endlessly recurring cycle of w^omen's 
chaiter concerning everyday life, this dynamic generally 
wH>rks against the relt-ntlessm^s of narrative progression. 

The diflerenct'S hv^lw'een the two women art^ articulated 
sEructurally through the movement of parallel isJiting. This 
parallel rhvEhm begins with the sef|ueniv where lily and her 
family amve jE the town's only h^Hel. As they are ha ling din- 
ner, the sLvne cuts to the hotels noisy beverage roi>m where 
RLrs4^anni- is working as a waitress. Kol for k>ng. howei.'er, as 
shi- is dismissed when her inebrialtsi husband takes a swing 


at her face, necessitating calling in the giHid doctor to admin- 
ister stitches The strained formal pditesseol Ihe middle-cLa.ss 
family is i m media lei y contrasted to the explosive violence^ 
and fauli.sm of the M^iis family. 

This counterpuntal rhythm is repeated ihn^ughout the film 
in a series of paired sequences. r>iffertmt attitudes tow^ards 
sexuality are dealt w^iEh in the paired sc^quences which firsi 
rev^eal the frusEralions of Lily and Da%'id, which is nubst'- 
quently conirasted with tht^ sexual reconciliation of Rtm^annc^ 
and her i*strangt\l husband, Billy,, which is tender and tough - 
ly passionate. Another of these paired sequences featun?s the 
in forma Eily' of a dinner at Rostra one's mother's home where 
the children are fully integrated and family solidarity is con- 
vey id through the warm lighting and cnpwdtd frame. This is 
conlraslfd to the stiff formal dinner endured by Lily and her 
husband where the children are absent, ihe china and crystal 
are perfect and the meal is eaten without a word being 
exchange. The emiational distance betw‘eC'n the husband and 
wife is supported by ihe formal composition w^here each is 
seated aE the end of a very long table. 

These contrasts are widened Ehrough anothi>r kind of tem- 
porality which works hmard, ntJE a su.spimsion of these dif- 
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U-n^n^x-s K-hvivi't thf twi? witmin — (hi- iilm, in fjcl, 
an the iimpt^bsiKiliiy ,5n%^ sn^i^H'sit^itsn in tpttnt^ where 
Rei?»ejnne w.ims l ily “ntvt m "ihirJ m.ikm|^ tiKnH Hie 

hiippy pH»r" Lir in j tr.ij^meiil til vaice-twxT v% huTt’ KtiMMnre 
inlarms Hilly ihiil '‘I hr only Jitiefrntr brlw^Lvn her imd me is 
Tnnnry bul ivhtit ij hell ^ thfftTrn<eV" — hut tinv<ird niutu- 
■il rreugnilion and st^lidanty 

The tiut^sliuii nl li'ny. lilies eurnrs lo Ehr I are .iE Eht*rnd tif Ehe 
him whi-n Retsi^annr, sivkinj; re\ riij^r tur David's viiilaliun ot 
her djuj;hterH enters his hume ta shisul him. l ily's lifsE 
instinrtu.ll resptmse^ is in prous^t her husKind and she grabs a 
v.iSL^ and stnashrs K£is4Mnne i>eer Ehr he.id. The nrvi murning 
the pnlice arrive a I Kt^seannv's and infurEn her Ehat l.ity 
wuuid like her Eu press charges againsi D^^vid. Lily's luyalhes 
hj\ e shibtsJ as she arrives at Ruseanne^'s, finding it impt>s>i- 
hle lu slay w ith lier husKitid. Tlw film ekjsrs with a uErpian 
image af h'rnale tHinding as Ehr tv^ is rnEt-r R[tN4'anne's hrUM^ 
with their arms aruiind each rther 


L'AHK/\cnf: CauH 

Tracing the meUKiramatic Ln^aginaHLiin in Qtirlu^c vvr turn's 
feiitim^. w e can ahst'n e Ihiil thi.^ simal impuls<*s nf the Ang]t> 
Canadian feature are k^s imp^irlant than Ehe meUxira malic 
attentierni'ss lt> intenun/LHi psyehukigieal d Lima in. The films 
prssc»ss a similar kind rf repn'sentatiLinal rhM'HsiveiH'ss with 


meaning and signiE'ieance i^hich remains a I Ehi,^ hiiundarii's ut 
language bul Ehis maEenal is much mure ruuted in iincim- 
siiiiUs ];>svi‘hii’ rlrinmEs. 

■Vt i^ne lt'vi.4, htiwrii'rr, ^ .■-Unhki* t'lrrtr is cleariv rutiEed in 
Ehe niaterial reahly ul w^imen's ei.perienc4'. Ttie film Iex 14 m‘s 
un Ehr ^‘r ry real and cunerrEr dillieultiL^s Ehal I’elinen a wurk- 
ing mutluTv cmfruniEs in dealing with ihr lensiivns i>l ihe 
dum<"siic — a demanding Ertidler and Ihe fragile i-gu oi her 
husband. Andre, a Chilean esile and trust rat^xt filmmaker 
whii is rt'srniiul of I lie dLiiiK-slic demands pLwLd un him as 
Ehe nun -wage earning member uE the huusidtEild. The lilm 
gt^x's ei]ual aflentiun hi the ubstaek^s thaE CeliiH* rivals w ith at 
wi>rk as a din-Xhir wKieh invtUve ihe pnsisurc^ ut Ihe duuble 
day and a working environ mm e and a buss whu are unsym- 
p.ilhetic (u her needs as a mu E her The sts^uencing Eif the 
scenes w hich emphasize Ehe fragile and complex relahuns Ihe 
Erniale priNEagunist is turcc'd Eu neguEiiiEe K‘rwis:n Ibt* public 
and pfivaEe sphen-s eiI S4icietv ri-MinaEt.'s with I he classical ele- 
ments ul Ihe meknlra malic Eraditiun. Whal is given equal 
emphasis, liLiwever, i\re ihe highly symKili/evi lantasies, 
ual rei rrk-s and niemiirikS^ which compust* ihe cenlral psychic 
ri, ality and trauma defining C eline's melanLht^lv and unewise: 
her relaliun^hip h'y her muther 

Kmeni lemmist revlsiuns ol psychixina lytic theory have 
emphjtiLalEy shifEed the mate eenErrd bias ut Ehe iheory 
through Ihe fExms on Ehe miiEhe’r/daughter relaliimship as ihe 
primurdial L'.iuse of female siibjecEivily — ulten in highly ide- 
ali/ixi ti^rms. Ceti lie's relaEiLUi ti> her mo I her in L'ArrfliTjc 
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CtFur, by ct^nlrasl, is ntrpresented as boinj^ highly airtbiv^ik'iit. 
5^1? CTPiTipSa^in^ a^ btT mol her' s ej^ot'vi^tTidsiTL lack cif am- 
cvm fur htTT grand scm, yet respe^rd^ to her mother's attempt 
to give advice or to esiabNsh regular meetings with teelings ot 
being suffix'ak'd and oppressed . She buEhover-idviitifii.'s with 
hvf m^Jther, imdginmg that she liro is developing the breast 
carKer that had once afflicted her mother, and yet insists on 
the distinctiveness of her own difference, She insists on being 
treal«?d as an adull by her mother and yet finds herself C[mtin- 
uously arrested and regressing to ihe psychic level of her 
four-j'ear-c^ld self who was displaced from the centre of her 
mother's affections Ihruugh (he birth of her sLsler, 

This psychic trauma is most emphatically condensed in an 
almost Bergmanesque fanlasy where the sister reclines aim- 
pletely naked in a gauj^y ethereal setting as the mother 
strokes and caresses her body. Celine's place w^ithin this fan- 
tasy is clearly relegated lo that of the speclator, irreviKably 
olher to the scene of desim. 

This psychic material is not simply represented by iht^^ 
discrete sequences <if fantasy hut spills ovl't and rept^ats itst^lf 
in all of Celine's relations in everyday iifc- Her roentment 
ard conflictual feelings toward lH»r mother are consistently 
displaced to all w^omen in positions of authorily; her psycho- 
analyst^ her bliss. Even her husband is not immune Irom this 
pitK'CSs of displacemenE as is represented in a long dissiilve^ 
following the scene of their attempted ]ovemaking, when 
Andre's face is merged into that of the mother. 


AjVN'e Trister 

Afoic Trisfer begins with the death of Ann's lather and a 
dn^amlikr funeral pn^ession through the desi-rt. A evoman 
sings a Yiddish dirge and a small group of nniKunrers huddle 
around an i>pen grave in the midst ot an infinite expanse ol 
blowing sand, the scene, an archaic ritual oul of time. The 
credits follow over a chisoup shot ol I he sand bhwving, rip- 
ples and shapes forming and rLtorming oi ephemera I pat- 
tcMms. Thus begins the film's di>minant signitymg chain ^vhkh 
links the image of sand, memory^ and the utopian w'hile s^xace 
EPf the dest'rt. 

It IS the desert and the internmeitt of her tat her that prt^- 
vokc^ Ann's ejtile — both psychic and physical — as she 
leavi.s^ Inausaone for Montreal, hc^r etile tail's sha^H- semhidi- 
cally as a rev^ersed odipal mi»\ c-mLnt — aw^ay trom the lather 
and low'ard the other wotnan. tor it is this chain ol dcst'il and 
memory which eventually binds Ann lt> Aliv — a Mi>nlreal 
child psychoanalyst Ann c^-entually movc-s in w ith Aliv, and 
the two pass their first night ti^gether slid ring their meTnoni*s 
of the deserl, Ali)i ixi^nlessing that shi' too (tnimex'ed thcTC as a 
young woman and continues to dream of its irresistible 
mab'^ty. Their memonc’s begin to merge into a shared fantasv 
of the desert, a symbolic fi>reshadowing of their cwentual 
physical merger. If, as wt have argut^lp the symbolic excess is 
priducid through the meli dramatic text's straining imvard 
meanings which are contrary ti> ssiclally legitimated dis- 


.^■inr Tnsrrr, by P-ook 




ci>urM.\ hijre ihe movemunt ccntn'd on fhf which 

c.inmU tev named: the le^hian ahr^cHoM between Ahx uind 
Ann. 

As shield be evident (rom my dt'^cription nt .^rrtre Tnsh'i^b- 
hij^hly symbolic opt'nm^, l he film iserigLij;ed in a Jet ini le sus- 
pension o^ the "material nitvti;\tnt^s in e^'en^day lite " ThLs is 
Ime b^rth of t he naTTative nu n emeni i>l I he liimn the bindinjj; 
of the asM^ialiona] elements uind of the pdflieular composi- 
tion of space uiilun the trame whefe Montreal is rt^ndered as 
an abstract postmisJern landscapt% lar rerntn e^l tni-m the veiy 
dotiimenlan' treatment of a .Montreal "L|uartier'' in I. Arrut^ie 
Grio 

The film is atwi involved in a very different appreipriation 
of mi^LiJrama While in L'ATruv^u^ Cnw the excess of melixJ ra- 
in atii' expression is CimdensisJ in sequences of fantasy and 
dream, m . 4 fp.^re TrrsfiT, as in all of Iavi I\w.pI's lilmSn the meffa- 
ble IS displacisi into the pns.'vss of art makini; and into vef>' 
speiific assiKiatiirna I chains of symbolic motifs. The principle 
iif unconscious assignation, in fatir governs the structure of 
ihe liJm. ox erdeterminins ihe contipuify i>f shtils and suj;y^i“st- 
mg a different stirl of temporality the nonlinear and circular 
lime of desire. The ct>ndensed Hfecl earned by these assixna- 
tiiinal chains and iiften ivverTATought images £a bird caught in 
Anne's studio^ red paint drippingt clearly related to what 
C Led hi 11 has suggesleti is 'melodrama's overinvestment in 
the svmtxilF combined ivith the i mpi issibilify <.if actually living 
it."!'- 

The liSm's allegoncal status is also con veycxJ through a p-ir- 
atlel <\liting slructure u hich allernale'^ Anne's story and the 
slorv ot Ihe autLsiic child. S,ira, whi^ is being fnattM by Alix 
Hi Pth K‘gm as emi'lionjlly withiiraw n characters and Kuh dis- 
cover a cure through care of Alix and through the thera- 
peutic pnKC"!i* tvt art-making. Ann is gix'en a studio in a giant 
abandoneii industrial space by a friend and begins to trans- 
form this space bv ttpvering the entire walls, fltHifs and ceilings 
of the caverniLms rtMim w-ilh stencil dcsiigns and slides of three- 
dimensional images. Therap)^ here insxilves the disco very^ i>t a 
new art form, liberak'd from the mnst fictions of the frame lhat 
had previtnisly iuppressed her, as she had confessed to hc^r art 
pr<.>tessi^r in l.ausanne. Significantly, it is an abstract and non- 
represenlationat form of art that provides the field lor the char- 
acter's working through of desire, a lorm where thi^ monu men- 
tality the proitxl, its lex lure, volume and design enate sig- 
nificance cnjtside the restraints of Language. 

The asMKialions between Siira and Anne are developed as 
welt through a stories of paired siHjuences w'hich xx-’ho each 
other in gt'siure and dramatic time In one of these* s4\]uenct‘s, 
Sara holds Mix's face, tracing her featun*s with her fingers 
She places her fingers in Alix's mouth, relracis them and 
taslL's Alix's saliva in a fruinkly st^xual gestum^. She then opens 
Alix's blouse to feel bet heartK*at, but Alix, needing to draw 
her own btpundaries, hiilds the child's hands by the wrists. 
Sara runs away in despair This gesture of Alix's is repeated 
in the sequence* wlH-Fe Anne kisses Alex on the lips, in a ges- 
ture rtdolenl w'lth sexual significance. Ann responds to the 
repection like a child, through an attempt todt*sln>y her art- 

Her recovery is immineotr him*e\er, but not belore she 
falls from ihe scaffolding, ends up in the hospital, and the 
bu ikli lig where her stud iti is tenra ttd is Mild to dex^elopers a od 


torn dow*n. While Anne is devastated when she tuars I his 
news, her experience has st*r\'txl its purj^xist^- a-^ cathartu Iran- 
sition and c^pt*ned her again to the possibilities iit txMutv and 
love. Il IS in the moment ol mourning the loss irf her art that 
sht* turns to Alix, who dties not sc^xuaily regxt her this time 
This turn to another woman constituk^ the negatoilv ol the 
film's tvdipat pass,ige and bv negato'ity I mean cntiiiiiie and 
negation isf the inevitability id a desire centred on the symKil^ 
ic figure of the father and his surrvtgates. Situating the woman 
as other and iTbjtx't of desire carri*N Anne into a tiew i^wvchic 
etiuilihrium w here she bivomes capable t>l reconstituting the 
space arxiund her with alk-rrulive symKplic markers 

All things do indeiM prox^e to bt* ephenu.*ral in ihe circular 
movemenl of tin* text. In Ihe last stvne, Alix rtveivts a pkk- 
jge frxrm Anne w^hich is full of sand from the divert and a 
super H cassiMle which features Ann moving through the tan^ 
tasy spact* til the desert. By tlie end, the symbolism sif the 
d*:-sert shifts and changes. It is no longer a no man's land, site 
of the internmenf of the father's KmIv, but a spaw ol sharexi 
female fantasy and of an otherness which is spirituallv 
replenishing. 

CONCl.USION 

It has ntit Kvn my intentum tm pi-fse lhx*se filitis as in any w.iv 
exemplarx' or re|^rc"sentative of tlie range of feature litnis cur- 
rently being product^ b\' wt^men in SJuebec and t anada 
ClearlVr there are manv wai-rks that hax'c in'* relation to rneto- 
drama, and even Ihe diversity of cinematic strategies 
emplovt'd bv thesi* ft^ur films strains any a I tempi to place all 
of them within a single interpret be grid. \Vh«it I h 4 >|St- to have 
providtsj. in the virtual absence of any iTilical work done im 
most of thesi- films and in the presc*nce 4>l critical hostility 
where films such as J.uvafJifs have bet*n dismissed tor their 
devcition to convention, is a thcxiretical trame for thii^king the 
films" difference. 

Heading lilms such as and TJic with the 

assistance of recent feminist fhtx>rii.*s of meliHiramLii alKnvs 
one tu demonstrate that ihe films' excessive cilatien ot the 
gothic and melodramatic tradition creates a critical tensiim 
which works to subv ert any presumption of realLsnv tk*vond 
this issue of repriventational reflexix ity, melmirama provides 
a Congenial frame fof considenng hi^w- teminist disx'ourse and 
the possibility of female divire are deploVisJ through sptx itii' 
cinematic strati'gies In T^rc far .^^lurc and fjiviJ^bcs, I argui%f 
that feminist discoursi'' emergexi as a transgression and inler- 
riipfion of the arcbetyj-sil plot lines of female victimi/alkKn 
through an emphasis on niise-en-scene and compivition in 
the former, and through the development ot an alternate 
momentum of developing female M'^tidanty in the latter. In 
Afoic Trlsfcr and L Arrac/ic Grar, representational lerisions 
around rx*alism are intTeasingly transiended in the densi ty 
allegorical and symbolic atvthelic of tvich film. And in each ol 
thesc% an allemiate i'Ci>ni>my uf dtvire is tractxi thruugh the 
condensiilion of identification and afftct around ihv nioil^er 
in //ArreFi/ic Ciewr and around the figure of the other woman 
in Ami Tnstcr. 
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[macining the Meanwhile... 


The df a sociological organ ism 
moving calendrically through homo- 
geneou&p empty time is a precise 
analogue of the idea of the nation, 
which also is conceived as a solid 
community moving steadily down 
^or up) history. An American will 
never nteel^ or even know the names 
of more than a handful of his 
24t),OCH),OCN>-odd-fellow Americans. 
He has no idea of what they are up 
to at any one time. But he has 
complete confidence in their steady^ 
anonymous^ simultaneous activity, 
— FScncxlict Anderstm' 



In his book iffiaifbictf BencnJict Andefs^in 

describes ihe rise, in the eighletmlh centuryv oi tm> ^furms 
of imagining'^ central to the consolidation oi national iden- 
tiSies (p- >1). thie isf ihese is the nov'el, For Anderson, the 
link between the novvlistic and ihe national exiends 
beyond any given ntnel's aftit^lahon of a national charac- 
ti.'i' ipr themati/ing of national pmHX'Opatitin.s. More funda- 
mentally, it is t'vident in the novel's tendency h as a k^-rmn to 
pn^luce a senst^ of tempi^pral coincidence — to functitmr in 
AndenHin's words, as a ^'cumplex gloss upt>n Ihe word 
'meanwhile"" (p. 30). For the novel to unfold wilh prag- 
matic efficiency, the simultaneily of disparate events, set- 
tings and characters ^ and the [xissibility of their eit^mtual 
interconnection — must be un problematically presup- 
posed. This requires, Anderson suggests, ihe reader's 
sense tpf a shared, siMrial space wrthin which c^meurrent^ 
parallel actions are circumscribed and relationships between them pre- 
sumed. As novels move up and dowm class ladders, bi^lween ajuntry and 
city and aerws their distinctive spatial and social topographies, the implicit 
btmndaries which limit their di-spi-rskin inlo confusion have often been those 
ol the nation. 

The usefulness of amcciving the novel istic in these terms has struck me 
repeatedly w'hile watching this seas^m's blockbuster t^l^roman (mini- 

stries) on the ITench- language network of the Canadian Broadcasting 
Corporation. is a program for which the adjective ’^st'amless" might 

have been invented^ and this is not simply an effect of its glossy production 
values or taut, crisp editing. Set in Montreal among the employee's of a 
newspapi^r (the other great ’“form of imagining" in Anderson's account I 
Sc«jf's multiple narratives t>f newsgathering revolve around a gravitational 
centre which ensures their intercimnection. The formal effectiveness t>f this 
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^k1ion4l — the newsrtKun as nflrrrttivt' ^witchbiMrd — 

hjis lonj 4 hwn i.^tjblisliL'd by the cinemfl iind tflevisiuiiH niirtl 
noliibly within tEirmat. Il jIIow^ tor I he ongoiog 

j^enerjhon at plotlinur^ which rcpcjt the individuii] ^; 
eOCi^unler with sitcij.! triigmentdtiun And cufttlki, while 
holding out the pmmLse that Ihese will be rendiTvd 
intelligible w-ithin the news's paper's collective, 
instttutioru]il rtMding t»t the i^pciaS and its^ needs. 

At the same time, I he nevimpapiT genre is lypi' 
cflllv £ine in which the spatial mapping of urban 
life is arliculatid to the ongoing development ot 
character over time. 

It is here that the symptoiru^lic UH^folness t>t St'otip 
mav be kK’ated. Like many urban newspaper narratives, 

Stwp sets up its many narrative threads tot reporters fol- 
lowing slimies) as dramas of misral awakening. Scoipp fol- 
lows a checklist of widely-acknowUsJged urban "issues," 
such as ihild abuse' or ptiveriy, making of each of tht-se a prv.'- 
text for the refinement and complex ilicati on of the series' 
principal characters, Tht' uiuo wring iti scK'ial breakdown or 
dysfu ration initiates, for mt»st of theM^ characlers, what Carol 
L. Bi^mstein ha.s called the "'enterprise of self-aothentification" 
commii-n within urban fictii^nsJ Like many pnme-tiine meli>- 
dramas, Sctxpp implicitly defim«i. ihi.s self^aulhentification as 
the capacity to withdraw fnim tht^st' bonds of familyn couple 
or anachitmislic prejudice which limit the ability lo sev and to 
]udge. Across a variety of characters, these acts i>f judgement 
ser\'e lo elaborate the ethical stance of the new spaper as insH- 
tulion. In Sioop^ as in any number of newspaper narratives, 
this stance Ls that of a benevolent reformismr hut in the acis of 
disassocialion which sustain il one' can see I he working out of 
a larger queslion- I hat of ttn' moral vantage point appropriale 
tip a nuklerni/.ed, national collectivity. 

In I his respect, ihe seamlessness of SetMp is tiverdeter’ 
mined bv one ipf its most elusive qualities: the ease with 
which ils novelislic ‘'meanwhile ' is able to order disparate 
political positions, geographical locMiippns and urban pc^pula- 
tions- ScAi^p presumes t rather than having lo establish > ihe 
shared possession by its viewers of scxial, ptilitical and spilial 
mapps, upon w^hich the distances between here and lhert% or 
Ihe deviant and normal are clearly marked. The "'You Are 
Here" i>f the'se maps is dowmtowm, Francophi^ne Montreal, 
bul oni* of SciXip's mt>sl impressive features is its ca^^icity tij 
effortlessly align moral pipstlii>n with geographical kKation. 
C>ttaw*a and Quebec City are places ^jf exile and moral uncer- 
tainty, Ouln^monl, behind the mountain, is where i.'onspiralo- 
rial efforts to acquire pcpwer are launched, As welL like si> 
many Quebtkois films and television series, Scsptpp rtMfder>i 
geographical and moral differt'iHt' in terms t>f their temptual 
relation to a punctual historical present Ruthli-sh. crude busi- 
nessmen from the Norih Shore of the St. [^w'reiu e Kiver an.' 
residual reminders of an i^lder ccpilective moment, anachronis- 
tic in their altitudes towards the national question and issues 
tsf cultural diversity. Illegal immigrants constilute an emer- 
gent, mtdern challenge, the variety of responses to W'bich 
organizes characters as more-or-less cim temporary The 
smtMjth readability of Scth*p rests, it might bt^ argued, in its 
consistt'nl mapping of the sltx'k types of minist'rit»s mekdra- 
ma onto recogni/ahle gi'£Pgraphical and historical ptunls ol 


origin. As 
characters 
shit I Ibt'ir pt'r- 
sonal loyalties 
from pareni or 
spc^usc' to journal- 
ism as a moral prti^ 
g\’l, the*?!*' gestures of 
self-assertion are 
intended to signal their 
commitment to a progxl 
of collective moderniza- 
tion. 

It is a commonplace to 
note I hat Qu^'b^cois cinema 
and television evoke a more 
coherent ly imagined national 
community than those of English 
Canada Neverthek^ss, the ex lent lo 
which this is manik'sf in the presup- 
pfisitional structure of a program like 
Stwp — rather than simply ihemahcally 
— has reci.*ivt*d less attention. While the 
plotlines of S<-iXtp often replicate real-world 
news events w^hich occurred elsewhere {such as the locker- 
nxim harassment of a female sports rep^irter) or which form 
part of a generalized urban condition t homeless ness, for 
example), the lines of connects m and assixialion w'hich lead 
from thi-se phenomena lo a nafionally-sptvific ptiw'er struc- 
ture and p^ditica! get^graphy are effortlessly trawlk'd and 
quickly conveyed What initiaSly circumscribes the repiflt-r 
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AiiJ the hi>meless pi^ni4>n within j a>hefeiit f^paee is the 
M-nsi^ of ethieial rLspc^nsibility which the latter in voices within 
(he h^nner, but I he typical trajfctory ot Sirwj/s plollirn^ b nrw 
w'hich iTie^'ilahly links such pnciblems to □ more longslandln^ 
and familiar set nt pt^litical relatii>ns. tniJeed, as Scoop unlolds, 
I lie cum Lila rive lA^idenceof siKial hcteni^eneity ha^i accompa^ 
nnsJ the mapping an increasingly complex conspirat^ link- 
ing viiiiially all centres of political and economic p^^wer and 
Ihreatening to divide families. In etaborating this w^eb of 
interaTirmeclions, Scixip is clearly seating in place the precon- 
dilitm of its own narrative reMilution, the uninaskiiig of 
secret causalities. At the same time, it may be arguc'd, it is 
enacting an operation of narrative LT^ntainment recohen 
ing din pa rale and contemptirary urban ^problem.'t'' 
within \hv familiar ge<.imetTy of an (extendi-d) family 



Young Mr. Drapeau 

The largest city in Cartada, and the sec- 
ond largest French-speaking city in 
the world, Montreal is the most two- 
faced comm unity on the North 
American continenl. Hu ring the 
day^ it shows the tourisi a facade 
of puritanical virtue. Il is dot^ 
ted with famous churches, 
parks and imposing builds 
ings. At night, II becomes 
the happiest hunting 
ground in the hemi- 
sphere for proslituies, 
gambting cr.ars, 
rpcketeersH fixers 
and strong-arm men. 

The estimated annual take 
from all forms of vice has reached 
the !!itaggering figure of SI 00,000,0011. 

— Martin Abramson. "Montrtvil 
Confidcntialj” P^iipfc Mjga7ineCl*#53l, p. 34. 

Our television writers have carved up the 10th cenliiry 
lengthwii^e and sideways, giving u!L the Great Man 
approach one minute, the l-illJe People's view of things 
the next. After f.es filUs de Cnfch, De§fardms, CofftforaHr 
ij’ temps it'trttc ptft.v, Dupfessis, Lu prtifr pa f tie and 
ScrnptrfH — and others which t've no doubt foigoiten — 
now there's Mitnfr^aK vUlr mirerfr or Quebec's hesitant 
mo%^e inlo modernity. 

— f lugi> Leger, 1^' Dnvir. February 1 5, 19^ 


The nthiT mapr Qu#x:\nis telernman t>f the winter sea- 
s<m is the TV A netw^ork's A1oF]tr^^^ rifjfe nui^crff. a H-par! 
scries rcasunling the rlsi- of a municipal refnrm movement in 
Montreal during the l'54fK and early 39fiOs. fknh SCKX'p and 


Mantr^i vifltr autvric were launched with widespread press 
coverage and high- prof iU" forms t>f curpi irate sptm airship, 
but the diffcTences of scale and achievement bl^w'l'en them 
are considerable. Setwp isshnid on film, empk>v's a gsKxl deal of 
kK'alion shimting, and is organized ari>und I he ascendant 
appeal of its principal co-stars, koy Dupuis and Macha 
Grem>n. AfipriJrAi/. riiWc eirivrfn was shtit on video, ami its ta/y 
attention to peritd detail and minimal, draptd wts invite 
compansons with a Mimc^ram b-film of IKl* I'MOs The series 
required, according to the press release w'hkh accompli nied 
it.s di^Ut, 771 di-stim't petfurmer rok‘s, and ihi^^ are dispt^rsL-d 
across a large number of parallel narratives whosc^ equilibri- 
um and interconiuxiion are often clumsily managed. While 
the nominal heroes t>f .Mcpif/eflJ, i^fNc eunerfe — municipu^l 
reformers f^acifique (Pax) f^lante and jean Drapi^au — are 
unrcharismatic and i^ften peripheral t<F the es'rnts of any given 
episode, ihe series' secondary roles offer a succession of 
cameos by welbesEablished Quebecots actors (such as 
Dominque Micht4 Jean lap^pinle). 

The minor Controversies w^hich have Eiarned around 
McijtrAif, riWcrwierEc since it bt*gan have further served (o dis- 
tinguish it frt>m the more scrupulously credible Savp. One of 
thesf^ centred im Its version of iIh- role play id by the newspa- 
per in Iht' partis^in pilitics of ihe pt'riid. setting ihe 

aulhi>r Kd the semc-s against surviving relatives and colleagues 
of Geiirges Pelletier, Jj:’ fVrnjr's tditor In the early W4t>s.^ 
Shortly thereafter, a cdumnisl in ihi^ English' language daily 
Tfrc Gairffc took tn^th to task Inr the regularity writh 

which villains w'lthin them spoke English, noting that Sr^ipaE 
least undertook to prt^senE membtTS of minoriEie^ in '“non- 
comic, non-stereotyped, sympathetic rok*s The principle 
tai^el in this cast^ w as (he writer of t‘i//eeni¥*rfc. Lise 

Payette, identified here (and invariably within Ehe English- 
language press) as a "formi't Parti Qu^Nkois cabini^ minister 
and narrator of ihe 1^H9 anti-immigratiim television docu- 
rnentary 

In its tre^ilmenl of ethnic and linguistic difference, 
Mc^ifrt'vf. riWc tv^iYTfc leaves lillle di>ubt as to when^ its lint's ol 
demarcation are drawn, and a reading which implicales it 
within contempt srary fxplemics in er cullural identily is hardly 
far-fetched. Nevertheless, a reconst rue I iti-n i>f ptist-w^ar 
Montreal which links politic^^l chains to rampant cnminality 
and btuh of these to ethnic diversity has btvn central to the 
cultural imaginaries of htPth Angli>phoni- and EraniVFphone 
com muni lies within Quebt^ for sesx'rai decades. FtFr the firsi 
of these, it has served wuthin the elah^^ration isf a losi 
Montreal as Runyonesque carnival, w^htwr’ big-city colour and 
streel-coiTH'r eccentridry are seen to have faded by the 
victims ol the cily's ^rapicit/stffpcuj and Quebts:'s a seen d an l 
nationalism. This visiimof Montreal, which tixik shape within 
dozens of popular no%'els and pholo^nimali.stic feature's dur- 
ing ihe l*»5(>s, has persistt'd in English -Canadian myfffcmcs 
w'hich ca.st Montreal as dis<,'i> capital or gangsti,»r playground 

2. C'dn.4 L EkTnhlisn. T?fif Crk'NiJ/hni nf StjjinidJ. iht rn V-'fe-NvM#f 

tlrtw^r f K-f fcin (iVnurvI vanw Nju- liniviTMlv I "Wl . p ‘tri 

Ik S^*, kw if-Ljiinpli', E iv.'- v In » st-ru-^ irl |iHCliT> lii cht- 4,-iJi|nr 

LKf (j' tlroiir, "IjiM,- dfc'li'rtiJ 1.1 vi-Tj^itr dLH'uftwrntjiri' dt- 'Vlntnifejl. 

vdir inu ^k’rt-L-/ “ Jx K-bfujn -H. 1^2. ffc 

4 rVm MiLPht-FTHin, " Lj nf \'kv Wh^ dn Etvi- had vf^-jk onK 

-.wi ChJt'txv TV h 2H . p HT 
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All iittj^chment to this MontrLMi undiiubtt^ly 

.It uiiL‘ thf ni^st^l^iii fur Anji^loptitiine suprein.ic> 

ot which it is aimmoiily accust^j At the Mmv timc% it should 
be the iiriaj^iiiixi city ll hasii ri.'ironstitiited is one whcfto 

values are JeFtnevJ in cxplidt oppiisitkm to thosc^ of a Scottish 
pn.iti.’stant t-lilc or Toronlonian Puritanism. As ihe section to 
fii]low will suj^j^est, I he li>st Mont renTl of Anj^ophsme imagi - 
nation IS one ITS which the thematic^; of an ^loh-ia-ia 
Frenchness are deployet! within the generic forms of urban 
e\poM% hirnis promineni within the U S- ^xipular culEure of 
the 

If, as I lugi> I.egeT has suggested, Mcirfrca^, E'iJfc cwEvrJe 
traces the entry of Quebec into modt-rnily, il d^.'es so pnnei- 
pallv hv painling Montreal's '"open-nesH” during the 144t>s as 
the sign of an underdeveloped eolleclive purptise. It is i-ssen- 
tiai to this reading I hat conlinusly be eslahKished Knwwn the 
anti-eonscription campaigns of war-time and the ptist-war 
project ot muineipal reform. These* themei^ converge in the 
images of Anglophone soldiers tilling Montreal^ brothels 
during the Seamd World War. McwJroif . riNc OMtvric sec*lTis 
ti>tn K tU Leii a hiok^islic reading of the city dunng this pen- 
which would cast il — in the manner of coiitempc?rary 
accounis of U.S. dties “ asa rolling sixial txdvr and an alter- 
nale, militaristic reading in which a fM-Hiple anxious to reclaim 
Iheir city are sel against invading and iKcupying forces 
I Italian gangsters and soldiers on furlough >. In either case, the 
solutions pRiposed are likely lo take the form of hygienic 
metaphi^rs — most notably, that iW "cleaning up*' — common 
within the literature of urban expose*. 

The historical tigure in whom amtinulty bt'twivn different 
p^^litical struggk*s is cmNdicd, in MciJlrraf, vitic miS'Crtc'. is 
lean ITrapeau. L>rapeau lx*gan his political career as a candi- 
date f^-ir the anti'Cimscriplion forces and screed, with Fax 
Plante, to bring about a judicial inquiry into municipal Ci>r- 
ruption (theCaRin CommissioriH w'htwe rcptsrt w^as puMishtd 
in I4F;4>. One of the sdmsyncralic I natures of McirfrE^Tij vifk 
is its tracing iit Drapeaii's early life w ithin llwr generic 
conventitms of the Hi>llywood biography, from youthful 
musmgs on life's purpisi.' through to early political acts offer* 
ing glimpses of embryonic grtMliw-s.s and restilve. Indeed — 
and to invoke an analogy which is little morc^ than frivolous 
— ASoFrfrriJi. erf/r' cj^tvrJc follows the contours of Ybun_^f Mr. 
Ljpiccfn t|ohn Ford, 19141 in ofk-ring a hero w'host* tentative 
initiatii^n into politics is follow^td by a periid in w'hich these 
ambitions are suppressed^ and whose* judicial fvttles lor a 
common gt^od are prcpar.iti>ry for a later political triumph 
which is now' dc*served. Mniitmi/, viik oiaH'rlc has mstallid 
lYrapeau's election lo the mayoralty in 19 Fi 4 as the uintiapated 
mumeni ol it% narrative culmination, but its inability lo invc'st 
this moment with the force t?f histoncal ncsressity lingers over 
it as a failing which my ites diagnorsis. 

Mimtnv!, ri/fc imirrti' is striking for its laek of narrative 
drive. At ime level this simply evidences the tempi atioii ti> 
linger on an en^ticij'ed image of ptvst-w'ar Montreal rather 
llian moving on to the courtRMjm sequences which will domi- 
nate its latter epistides More imp^>rtantly, il mighi K- argued, 
I his qua lit V is riKilLd in a conlempi>rary ambivalence sur- 
ri>undLiig lYTapt*au‘s ascendancy and the subsequent reform 
ol municipal poll lies. The familiar narrative of Montreal's 


modernization — which leads from the 19^ eleciion ihrough 
Expti 67, the building ol the m^ro and the I97h (.Olympics - 
has clearly withered over the past two dec.idi*s as an object of 
collective commitment whose* bc'ginnings might bt* cast in 
hcroif terms. At the same time, the city's economic decline 
has led it li> be valorized in terms w'hich emphasize its conti- 
nuities with I hi* ''open city" of the immediate pt^l-war pi*ri- 
id, rather than suppressing Ihi^*. Amidst this decline, the 
city has been newly recarnivalized within a range of 
Fiancophom* works — fri>m ihe novels of Michel Tremblay to 
the films of Andr^ Forcicr — which relocale Kunyonesque 
social chaos from an efhnicaHy diverse downtown to an 
impoverished. Francophone east end, From the vantage point 
of 1992, the puritanical figure oi Drapeau and sanitizing qual- 
ity of the push for municipal reform seem insuffiriently com- 
pelling to sustain Mcrjfn'iffF i^iWc narralive proje^. 


Low Downs ON' Bic Towns 

*''Vou canH mean Montreal — nof Ihe Parisctf ISarth 
America?" she grinned. 

^11 makes me puke/ 1 said savagely. "Lcmk at il. An iLtu* 
minited emss stuck up on the mounlain, street after 
street full of Ihe reverend cleigy^ a self-congratulatory 
city councU, pious edhorials in all the newspapers^ and 
as much vice and aberration and canuptiem as any city 
this side of Furt Said^ One level stinking and the other 
level smirking, and in between a layer of supposed pub- 
lic servants trying to stuff their greasy pockets with graft. 
Oh,, sure., we have a vice probe every decade or so. it goes 
on and on, year after year^ and then finally it peters out 
under the sheer dead weight of its own evasive evidencer 
A few honest officials are disgraced, a few more get 
eased gently out of their jobs, a couple of writs for slan- 
der are issued and settled out of court, and everyone 
sighs wilh relief and goes right back to smirking abnor- 
mal Cab! It makes my gorge lump. And to think that not 
so long ago this used to be a country of clear eyed pio- 
neers.** 

— Martin Brcll, Hel frccjC I A Nt'W Kiri Hadge Mystery 
|9M,p KW 

Leaving her bitter-sweet memories she travels west, past 
Cuy Street and slowly wends her way past Victorian 
mansions now reeking of shabby gentility until she 
reaches Atwater. Once west of the city limits she loses 
herself in middle^lass squalor This is Dorchester. For 
this Gisele Lepine traded the cool cteanLlness of a 
Laurentian village. 

— A i Fa Imer, Su.^ur Puss on Donhestfr Stnxt . 1 950, p, -M. 

In ilsi title and iconography. MenfrM, fiNc cufir'crfc !w‘ilHLX>n- 
scitujsly c*voki*s the Site ra lure and cinema ot urban 
which flourished during the late 1440s and 1950s wilhin 
Nurlh America. Fax Plante, a lawyer whose' experience of 
municipal comipliun as a city employee led him to write a 
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Si^rirt 

ttsr Lr Di*ri:pfr in thi- IjU- 
1*^405,^ tills I he to\v i>t cnJ^ciJEn^ 
rt4i>rmtT which i?i ^ImnNt .1 generic ni^i^uifement tii^ 

I his ki-rm. CFip|k>vfc'it’i>i ihe liLMnn^s nl the C iirnn <L ■i.>Tiimi?^it?n's 
hej lings, in which he crjitriii]. riiiinte Tnoved to st’'ll^'‘Mle 
in Mexico, ^ippjrently ItMnng nj"t-ilSdSliipn!i. VVh.it distinguishes 
the diM.'i>urNL‘ ]45^Ss rnimicip.il innn eLiflier tr*idi- 

tions of reh^mtist muck r-i king is the toimer's ciishng urh^n 
crime .ind co^miptinn in w hich set ihe bafkwiird citv 

Againsl jn enlightcni\1 n^iticmril Htnite Eind iudiciji system. In 
MH' UnitL'd States^ the Kefau^'er hearings into i^rgani/ed crime 
iH5tl-?il> st^rs'ed tiP initiate a stTies oi low -budget films w hich, 
thri>ughi>ul the 1M5(>Sr succi.'i.sii^ in the redelinitinn of munici- 
pai illegality as a challenge to natiLunal inlegrily and secunty 
The?ic^ hi ms — Tht^ F.nhra'J <l'^!iCt>, Cintfitlniiiai 

Tlic Captnr dtv V/rc PhiH-ftix Cr!y St\fry 

City Ctipifiiii^rfw/ {H^2k and se^ifal EPlhers — ins ikd a nation- 
al judgemental ga/eonto a discNists.1 muntci|Ml Kidy. 

Films such as thi.-sc‘ were marki\1 by .1 predictable duplici- 
tousness whose tracts- |H"rsist in Afipprf kvi/. nik In their 

cataloguing of urban vice -md critninatily, they made fhest^ 
the basis ot their i>w'n kind styli/ation. The K-ginnings of 


ibese films are invartably 
marked hy the punctual 
transition from a docti^ 
mentary framing sequence 
into an interior set, such as 
a bar, in which baroque 
images of chaotic pRJtnifWU- 
ily t frequently involving 
interracial minings were 
prominent. The significant 
intluence here is no longer a 
relormist journalism or judicial 
investigation, but the city 
■"Contidentiar' hiMTks oi Jack Lail 
and Let‘ MoTlimer. which sold in 
large numbc^rs ihrou ghoul the late 
isMds and l^iil and Mortimer 

were conservative, syndicati.d colum- 
nists for whom the toptigraphy of the 
large IJ-5. city was one of uncontrolled 
sexual deviance and racial miscegena- 
tion, both of w^hich were Mnm to nt^urish 
the communistic sympathies which are 
the books' underlying preoccupation, 
tWhal unikd all thm-, in a CiUidensatory 
figure typical of the penod, is the nolisin of 
betrayal.) These* Kh^ks shared an intertextu- 
al space with maU -oriented photo maga- 
zines w^herein dty expi»e artick-s and pictori- 
als were regularly featured 

t)ne o( these magazines, in lurp^*, pub! wheel 
an article cataloguing Mitnl real's ”4iXl-y ear-old 
heritage of sin."'^ The title ot ihoi article, 
"Montreal Confidentialj'' had earher bwn th.it til 
a bwk by A I Palmer, a former reporter f^-ir the 
Montreal llerald and author, as well, iM the novel 
/»yss £ipi fXprcfti'sfcr Sfnrf In both KhuLv. pub- 
lisihed in by the Mews Stand l ibrary i>t TiprotitiP, 
Montreal is imagined in a nunner w hich evokiw bipth 
the New York of Damon Kunyon and a fm-de-siecle 
Paris. Akwrfjprtif CLPFi/idcwfifl/ w'as ^ibMously inspired by 
tht* l^aif and Mi,irtimer bt^iks, and its s-ubtitleH 'The l..tiw' lYiJwn 
on the Big Townf^ hid appx'artd earlier on the cover of C^risir^'e 
CiPnffdcpi/ral What distinguishes Me^ffni^f C'ippirfiJt^jfwf from its 
U.S, miHiels is its transh^rmation of deviance into ixcentricily. 
and ils subsumption <if political problem.^ specific ht Vltsntreal 
and Quebec within a series of local piirtieularisms. The domi- 
n.int aulKt>fijl attitude in VlontrtMl CYrnfidential i.s one w^hich 
has peisistid w ithin the discourse of Anglophone Montrealers: 


I> TIh'W wft-Tf l.■ 1 . trUtU jIIv tiilks'ti.sl in EIh‘ yi,sUi.|Tii- -miirs. Ji* 

lif liM lEdith^s dt r*c1inn Ti,jinu'n4]i'. tn In 

With Ith^ bfiwdi'^lan^ Monfjfiti nIS- nuj'^fr !/■ finite rrprmkxl a numbiT 
t>l thtse drtikie^ Sv. Il^t irxjirFipk', "Ijr ftii, I 4 fi’iiw i-t I 4 hjrtsflt'." | 

l-Htffwio' t». ivw;. p H], 4nd "Kc tnuche/ pa^-iv nyntlATTun^" liviv], 
ij* ( Viiiir FrtiiXiJlV 2KJ, p ItH 

ft Artfuirtu Ihi.'Sii*- 4ry iVm' Vi^rJc CViPi 11111.-11. CiT^iNdrif^wr 

IDl']], and liVi»JTJfr_ifJ4Pn' Otpfjiii^rriiif UXll, iv^ij Jjn.k lai-E diisJ in 

M(.ki1iTTHT «inl'iniml ibf whiL'h txincluiJwi wilh IV.iffli'n c 4P«fjdrTTjMif m 

ISNS 

7 Martin AhrjrtiMin, (.'imjidi-nEwt. Pli.Ti’. V.il 2. Vlp 7, tutv 

pp, 11- 1'* 
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dl’niLV wh.it only bt- trrrti^%3 a mjlc Kyslorui: [bv «.x>lljp 5 e 
ot ^yntj\ hn^u^ht im by thr encounter with infinite «.«ji.udL 
ethnic and riieijl variety En j nunihc^r lyf n^svelf^ hd!ML^iJ in 
Mi’^ntrejl — including two hv Ddvitl Montn^j iViHrcIi*/ C?nfr 
Di^rivil {Tt^ronUk. !'^S 23 Jiidl Thi*^ CTimt' CtHe De‘ii Nfi^rs 
(Tornnki. \^5\) — this sc'nsi,^ oi colljpst^ is unto the 

city'si physical lopogrdphy, such Eh.il the d^^cent fmm the 
mnuntiiin i>nEt> St. Cdthenne St. and hiW'iT is marked by the 
intensificdlion t>f disgust. In his nueel Stuff, Martin Bn-tt'^ 
description of St. l jiWTeri£,v Kkkulevard jfler d.irk ex^ntiplities 
whiit Carol Bt^rnslein has descnixsl as iht^ finding of '"nature” 
wjihin the city, a tendenc\' tovvMrds /iKi|4,]gicHil enumeratiO'n 
w^hich has k'ss to di^ with ihe niituralishc vision ol urban pup^ 
ulations .is animali^^lic ihjn with the recogniliun of their 
chaoEic variety: 


The evening had begun to crawl. The night birds were 
emerging from their lilttie nests. The movic-cuni- 
striptease joinis had their lights on, and the barkers 
were out front hollering that we were alt just in lime 
to see this week's eidrah-speshut show. In the door- 
ways, and peering from the pinball salooni^, the 
earliesl birds were gathered: the straight 
drufik!!; the akoholics f rying to bum Ihe price 
of one, the tags hoping for something quick 
with Ihe guys coming home from work; the 
super-ann Mated whores hoping for some- 
thing at any speed wilh anyone who 
had fifty cents; the penril-muslached 
pimps in fedoras, casting the crowd 
for guys who looked like they bad 
five dollars, becaose flashy head- 
gear costs money and a feller 
never knows when he mighi need 
another hat. hm-ze. p. SC32I 


ih.it 
[he di^' 
rincli^'eiwss uf 
I he MiTHttea l 
Anglik rests in his ot her 
ability te tieg^itiate the Ini' 
guislJL atid piditical complexities 
of the city an^l province with a subtletv bcvond the grasp of 
those triun elsewhere {and. in pHirticuLiT, Tori>ntoS. This p.ir- 
ticular lorm of siOI'\-aloii/:ation — casEing the Angtophone 
Montrealer as propnetan insider and intermediary' — n-vurs 
in f Gilmer's nirvcl, Suyar Pmss tm fl^pnVu^hT Skee/. whiTein a 
naive young Francophone unman from the l. 4 iurenti.ins 
enters info st^xual maturity and night-club sticielv as a msult 
of herconlact svlth an Anglophone criminal underworld. 

Pallet's KM.lk^ are relatively irw ol the delirious ^-Msisages 
w'ith which those' of L.iit and Mortimer are saturaEts.!, and 
which are prominenl m a number of LTinve Ihrtllers sei in 
Montreal during the These passages, whose purest 

examplis, m^iv found in tEie novels of Mickev ^’kill.ine, evi- 


Arguably, thi' textual labour i>l manv luiions sti in 
\tontreal is invested in lining a ixHatiimship between the 
linguistic ^hllereme w'hich is a prindpaE subtem 4 >l that citv's 
fHilitics and the various diversities tlinguislic, elhnic and sex- 
ual! which del I lie it as urban in the ptpular literature dis- 
cu.''Sed lieh,'. these" are eilher collapSisi into an undifferentiate 
tsJ siH'ial contusion, or ordertsi (as m Falmer's bcKiks) in a 
lashion which cast.s the Anglophone as intermisjiary bt^tw^een 
a Fr.mcophone province and ethnically varied inner city. In 
SiLUTp. the managing ^>1 this relationship is acct>mpl.isKi.sJ^ in 
through a consistent sn-pmiration nf distinct narrative lev- 
els - K"twivn the glossy nieliKframas oE psiw^er which unfold 
w'lthin a uni lingua I elite and lht>se encounters with a 
metropolitan n^i which sustain the moral fortitude of its cetl- 
tral characters The dilfiL'ulty confrimling inifc 

tHitvrh' IS that of evt>kiiig the historical neci-ssity of municipal 
reform for an audleni^v which is unlikely to reat1 with moral- 
istic horror to images i>t prostilutiim and gambling. The 
implicit displacement iil targets within the sltIi*s^ from vice 
itst"lf to the political disi-ntranchiscmieiu i>l the FranetTphorte 
pckpuEatiinn, has Ciime at ihe price of its narrative coherence^ 
hul it has made Moirfrr*j/, ujjiv'rfc a rex'ealmg and symp- 
ttmiatic obELVl for analysis.. 
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Women and Political Documentary 

in Quebec 

AN INTERVIEW WITH SOPHIE ilSSONNETTE 



Sophie is niio of the most imporlant political documentary filmmakers in j 

QuoIxm and Canada. Her previous feature films — A Wives' Tiili\ The Eleetnvik 

1. "amour quei prix — all porlray the lives and sirugj^les of working women. They confn>nt < 

issues crucial to the agenda of con tern ptyrarv-' social change: women and men on strike, the i 

feminization of povertyn oppressive new' workplace technologies and feminist and trade ! 

union organization Lh rough the yvars, Bisstinnelle's new film, A Vision i>i ihe is \ 

both a paniiramic journey through a half-century of change and struggle for women in i 

Quebec and a moving chronicle of the life of Jewish Quebecker Lea Roback and her . 

decades of Communist, unionist and feminist activism. \ 

B L: iihi iuMi U h fiim Ou' fiwum far yim r fvfttit:ai ? { 

Sophir VVhtTi [ stdil4?vt at univ'ersilyi I was studyirig \'ervi' with mv 

OHirMS, and at the s.iTm‘ time very involvi^ with the wumvn's rntnemert. In my setonti year I took .i + 

aiuTso calk'd Film and Stkiply. which Huppu^ed to be credited as a si>ciolo|^y cihjisi.% and I diM^ovmxf film. I 

BasLcallv ii was likt- a luvt' affair; it wAb like fa II in in love with fiEm and watchinj; a of filmbi I re.Tilly can'l * 

A 

I 

11 iw*! I 

I 

* 


I 




Ifckf L>[hef pet^pk' IbM when 1 was littk I wont ic a kit of 
movies Not Jt all In fact uny first experience Ri>in(s; to the 
minit?s thiit my nunher lellsi was that we w^ent to stv w^as Snete 
We Jidn't even h-ive a at htime when I was lit' 

tie and ^ I w'asr'l uhsJI ki to a movie thealn’ and the ush- 
erelle came to throw us out N^:ayse every time Sitnw While 
went to eat the apple Fd yellmgp "^l^in't eat it, dim't eal it. 
dim' I eat it!'^ tLAUC-HS) So I never saw thi- end oi WTiJl^*. 
We wK'Te throw n out of the theatie because^ I waf^. cremating hsMK 
Bt: FEifijHfif Sijkdanfy. nvri 

BUsonnette^ So it was like a real diM-iwery I w^as alv> very 
involved in doing militant w^ork outside the university setting 
and over the years film bt^eame for me the w^ay Ui bring 
together two inlerests, to use film lo pursue the same 

kind^ of objectives I was pursuing fKH’ially and piliticallyp 
espetially with mgard to improving wvm^m's position. So in 
that sens 4 ' I lind it a very' unique opportunity to make a living 
doing militant wEirk... 

SFe creiJd mt fi'ff Jf 's fe hr a fXKfilua/ dim-MwieFilerv 

tifmrmii'r t!OW, u-hst ktriJ of diffu-u!Uc!^ itnd pres.^ure?^ yew ^0 
fhren.yft fu rMarnfaiPi yejireeffiFFUhni'nf? 

Bissonnettei IkFOumentary in QuebiH: always ha^ had a polit- 
ical etPiitexL It grew out of the Quiet Rtotslulion, ot the twvd 
to giveQuebeci>is a voicep k> express their own voice, and it's 
been pursued Epver the years in that tradition Other kinds ot 
traditions ha%'e als4i emergecF but that tradition is still pre-^'a- 
lenlp but as I was saving it's not as prevalent or easily accept- 
ed as it was ... l^e thing that strikes me is that it doesn't seem 
to be getting easieT over the years, enen though I have more 
hlms be^hmd me A V'lsiiPFi ipj ffw* f>Jrfcness is my fourth lea- 
ture diK'urnenlary. 1 think documentary in general is becom- 
ing a verv marginalized form ot filmmikmg And it s pariicu- 
larly sad to st'i' that in Quebec, because when 1 m«ide my lirst 
film at the end ^if the sewnties, in QueNs , dtpcumentary ivas 
just as w^ell i\>nsidered a genre as fiction film and there wasn't 
such a strong hierarchy. Fm thinking of filmmakers tikc^Gilles 
(.farles or LXmvs Arcand moving oltp^m tri>ni one to ttu' spther 
w’ithiput let‘lmg that w lien they were making a documentary' 
it was a minor film in their personal artistic de^ eli>pmenl. but 
it's astounding — and Fm ncit ^ery old — that in the iw'elve 
years that I've made films in Quebts:, how diKumentary lia.s 
bt'Cnrae a very marginahztd form of filmmaking and knikid 
down ujHJJi by the film industry llself. And that's in spite iU 
the fact that the public is still as eager as ever to actually see 
divumentary'. I think wlul's very tragic is that dtxmmentary 
is now thL'ing assixiated with what you sc*c^ ipn Tfte foMrPK?;, 
leie visum tepurlage piece's, and we very rarely on television 
or on the big screen have access to in-depth, analytical dixru- 
menlary works as opposed lo repKirtage. And specifically 
within the diKumentary genre' a type of dotiamenlarv that 1 
feel % erv' indt'^Ned to, and I ct*rtainly teel influenced me a lot, 
was am-tm dmi f . w'hich was the tradilitpn m Quebec of tilm- 
makers trom the NFb tm the French side gning out and dis 
covering Quebec sixiety through a camera and wanting lo 
share it w'ith their fellow and sister Quebeckers, conncriing 
witti reality and making an analyt^is of that realily and bring- 
ing it Itprlh on the screvm. And that type' ol lilmmaking is 
being replaced by very constrained, scripted types lU dixu- 
meiilanes that becipmes in a w^ay a form of censorship. 


bi'Cause there's no longer lhat freedom that is so important 
betwix-n the characters lhal you're filming and the subject 
that you're lilming and the filmmaker. For instance, some 
documentary filmmakers, to get their prc^jects accepted, feel 
obliged to scrip! them out, lo the extreme where Fve seen 
dtpcumenlary scripts with dialogues of what the characters 
anL' going to say. And this whole trend of very schpled docu- 
mentaries, morx' mise-en -scene, is much more manageable 
and convenient for investors or for television bri^adcaslers 
who generally are involved in the fmaiuing. because what the 
film is g^iing to be alx>ut and what is being said can be con- 
trolled, w^hich, of courses is wry unseltling with n'gards lo 
direei cinema or that type of approach in documentary 
beeaiisi.’ ytm can gi%'e no guarantee of what is going to be up 
there on I he screen in terms of con lent ... It's not jusl pre- 
seripting but the limitations on the number of days on a 
shiFi^t, the amount of fotilage shtFl Those finanaal s.'onsid- 
era lions place huge constraints on the film. Ti> me, the vital 
element of dtM.mmenlary' is nsk, and al the moment, il's very 
hard lotake nsks- 

And I find another conslraml is that there are fewer and 
few^er tt,-chniciaris, dmumentary technicians, who will gel 
themse]vt*s fully involvid with the Him. Thert' art" (ewer and 
kwc'T, lor instance, camera petipk* who can shoot in the direct * 
cinema tradilion^ bc'Cause there's ntit many of those films 
being made any more, w^ith lhat kind of involvement with the' 
characlersr spt'ndtng time, and wf on. There's fewH'r of ifxise 
films gelling made, and so iht' younger pet>ple aren'f going 
into that specific branch Lx'cause they can' I make a living 
doing it, or not a ver>' gtxd living. And 1 think it's bea>ming a 
faclor in also chrUiging the dmirnentaries lhat do gi^ made, 
bi'cause when you're shtxjling a d<xumentary,h you are vefy 
dependent on working togelher with the crew-. "V'tyu have to 
be working as a learn, and I'm realising that when I start 
imagining who I'll be working w ith in the future Fm a^uniing 
them im one hand. And I don'l see young ^xH>ple going into 
I hill Again, I'm noi Ab familiar with video. 

SF; na-rr s d. mnwcFif or A VLsii>n in the Darkm-ss 
Ijfa is iwsr/iriy fjcr 95 yiwr-ttld im^hbout fiirFis Hp ty 

lurpis fES of ytai fljtd Ji^wits ytai aff Fid up mrf/i soprif Uiffh 

Lidfv a/rd yoj^ aiif n ilAr ^rmir. /f 's a grna/ PMEsmciiJ for 

ht'T^ but iFs a yrrwl mtmu-rti for ty yn^r afx/Ml You're 

Iherf^.^ a tcrfFti. aFrd pmccss s^vcifk, tui nul jfi f^irar/d |HlrNc^. - 
Uitti Htfy tfraf so much ffinr Hit^ory srrms Jcf tfermtid. And if ittfs 
rvry fioiPiy 

Eissonnettei That's a verv' gind example of what I was say- 
ing previi^usly. That was not planned a I all, that sei]uence, 
because she had told us didn't want us to go lhere> and at the 
la.si moment she decided lhat we avuld. So we had abseil ulely 
ms lighting, w'e just walked in Ihert' w'ith ihe camera and the 
wnmd. the Nagra, and just shot w hat w as gi>ing on, and it's a 
bi'autiful sequencej it's an ideal lesson ftir film students, that 
it's not always ic'chnokjgy that makes a film. It has to hiv'e a 
heart and soul. 

As a w'oman filmmaker it's another lofm ol marginaliza- 
tion al?i 4 s. It's inlerestmg to sov that al least in Quebec the dex- 
uinenlarv tradition has really N-cn upheld by the women 
filmmakers. Whereas the grassriHTts nationalist movemeni 
and other ssKial movements in Quebec have k^t momentum 
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in List iv\\' yiMrs, the iVi>infn'S fn^vcmcnt bjs !i^t.ivt>d j 
very f^tron^ stKiii! ninvi-mi'nt dnU wnmtTi ^Xi\l f-eel there is ci 
k>t thM iit'i'ds tn be scisd .. Anil Tm inline it's ni>t untnnturii’O 
thM Eliih nu\rKintili/*itinn m dtK'umenijry is fitting in with 
w nrntn gning into the genre. And of ct■^urstNt^ ii feminisl film- 
m^iker, tor sure in ihe^- limi~s th.it crnMfe*ia m4irgin.ili/alioii. 
Sh: VeiJ ffivnitotieit ttlhmi ffaditum-i !hal nfeutify teiih. ifatt 
Miijj fivl jkirf id. Cirh^it dmrf or (JicehET f.s imt\. ami f zefniJ 

iSfJrer firf ceFi^iA'hY^ /li. 

Bissnn netted In .1 I riMliy iKitik it is the direet cinem.i 

.ind ei^nt.ut with fh^it |i,is been I he miijor influenee. 

eoiirse I sE.irEeti milking films w'hen women w'ere tK^inning to 
mjike more feminist films Lind th.it lus .itw‘.iys Mw influenceil 
me in warning to give .1 vciiee to w^orntm nnd finding ways of 
dising that. Kor instanve, w'hen you want lo do somelhing 
abtnil history and women, iVs very likely you're going to 
have to do oral history beeause written historv and d<Ku- 
merits tend to nol talk aKiul women V history, so I Eh ink the 
influeiit'i's t>n me go outside the film mi'dium ilsidE, hut just 
how teminisni grows and EhaE w'hole influeiHt- on my W'ork. 
BH: JJinr i/fd wTf h\-ah' the ankii'iit mAieriah wsiif or A 
Vision in Ehe niirkness^ 

Bissoiinette; It's vetv diffieull when you're making a film 
ahtnal women and fspecially working elass wipmen who are 
invisible in “of tidal hisEoiy'''. We eouldn't Come up with pic- 
Eures of the "ro^iring twinitks"fof example; there were Images 
of middle-class wrpmen, none of working-class women- If 
you're loipkmg for maEeiials around working w'omen's issues 
arul sETikt*s, you often have Eii gi> to Ehe U S. to (he heat! quar- 
ters of t(ie rnEern.iliiinal unions, because they w^ere mostiv 
inEomatkinjI unions organi/ing m Canada iheii. Stmie of the 
pholographs [ got from Cornell UniversiEy w hert^ the archives 
O'f (hi‘ II.flWL’ {InEerriiitional I ikirmenf Workers Union F are. 
In that S4.'nse. I ihitik oral hisEoni" has been the historical way 
Eo dociinionE ilie living and working of working pei>ple 
hiv .itJM- there are s<i feiv vs riEEen documctiEs iir phohigraphic 
■.hviiments ! here's i>no Lnteres^Eing thing, though, in 0111*1101". 
Ikvau^' often w'omt^n were able to rtsisl and wrile and men 
weren't. Ehore's a nx^mber of personal diaries and leElers 
wh^re p-irt of Ehe hisfory can be k^und, so p*irt of imoffinal 
hishiry' conuw Eh rough Ehal. But otiHT examples I can think of: 
l.ea spoke Eiv me a lot ahiuaE the plighE of single mothers, and 
Ehe number of aNirtions that were j>erformt;sl during tluvH' 
And that's si^mething E hat's very, ver\ hard to dtK"u- 
ment outside of ci^ral histsiry, outside of ivomen talking. There 
ivere inst.ini‘es ef single moEhers who g.i\e up children, and 
EluirHi* Women diT mst want Eo talk .iht>ut it, heeauso women 
did ntg ivant to r\*T.eal that they had had .1 child out of 
liis k. especially in a liEEle town. And stT vp.>u have Ei' Eake alt of 
thi'se facli>rs tntEi timsid^Tatiim arni piece them EogelhtT Eo get 
a liistorv. 

PF: tIuU miUy urfiTi'sJs me an neH w v^fn •^r the 

ef fKdiffai! frhiiFMiiUFiy mih thf cnffi?ps<" nf fftc Hasierti 
trmi ihe lerv fc rrmke hit /jif/i/jcs si’k™ fo f/rc 

yCFir^ra/ pjiW^c as i/c sir f/ii.s af^n'tinii^ siriafi^f k'FFri- 

fijh^ fjfFPj priri fFrc^ 

Bissonn«lEe: t find it hard to ansiver in Ihe sense that E think 
w lioFi I m into (he daily making of ihe films I rarely take Ehe 
tim<^ to hxA at hoiv 1 sittiale what I do. In a w^iy I leave that 


to the cri E el'S or to the public. It's easier for me lo liHik .lE what 
motivati.'^s each filiti. In a way 1 can'E affi^rd ihe time t«F liM^k aE 
the general picEure, 

SF: Jh a scjfsc the frhft A Vision in Ihe f darkness is s^FFFpj’Ti'furE of 
an awsEiVf fiF Kiirfwni's U is afier aU ahmi Ihe 01 ihe 

aFiEf uv ftertf a fuiure and iis" cofiEf^fjie' f/Fr sfruyyfc, 
di^pste tfiE' rnicffoifary (tf fkc frFPits. /f's a ttdi^nuhm isf a f-eiM- 

mioiisf H\JFH(TPT hasp's MFrakrsfaicf Huif and fezitf frer fifr 

and ru fff FFF 14 " PI ica f P'S JjIraJ sfh-Liaiuiaifiy. Sfi* w'Inif yerp de is rc^jpif 
y£»u'iv* j]frifai/>^ dpwc riud that'f premnnahty what [ii-Tf alf /f/izw' te 
<Uii Lfe. 

Bis^annette; In a way I think it's tbi- work itsi'lf (hat shi^uld 
give the answer to the question. I guess my concern more as a 
liLmmaker is what you do next and how, consIdcTing thal the 
CEintext is tvcoming more restricted and L'imslr.iituvl lo make 
documentaries and specifically pEiiilic^il dEKiimenlaries, Sts 
you lixik at il Irom one pnsjt^t tsi (he next, and struggle daily 
to ensurt' you can keep making the films yi^u w.inl to make. 
I've cert.iin]y felt over the List 12 years and iivi-r my different 
films that because 1 alwa^'s lake inlo acoiunt the public th.it's 
going to set* the lilnv Jud l>ecaust> of the amount of time 1 
spend doing the research generally, meeting a lot of w'Eimon 
w'ho eventually could be in I hi* film, I get a good sense also of 
Ehe public i'm irying to reach. For inslance doing the film 
with U^a I w'as miviing a IefI of ivomen who were ihe s.ime 
gimeration w ho were garmenE workers or texEik* workeis and 
I had them in mind when I ivas making Ehe film Sei (he 
ri'*se.irch becomes very significatit in terms i^f gix ing mvwlf 
an image Elf who lh.it fiublic is. And for sure it was .1 concern 
when I was making fhe film For instance^ Ehe women fnim 
the senior dti7ens' club when they xvould find out they ivere 
in a film wllh .1 communist. I h.ive Eo admit I did not mention 
lo them that tho main charatitT <Ff fhe film was a communist 
bceauM^ Eif all the stirts of fears that still evisE about the w^ord. 
And I was very ple^xsed at the end of tin* film that they 
thought she was .1 wonderful charac(xTand lE didn't matter in 
the least lhat she wms a CEimmunist or whatever 'Isni'" she 
could hai e tM^en. they rust hmnd her a lox able charaLior. And 
I w'as SET glad, Ks:ause that w'.is a trial sims-ning and if it ivent 
over with them... ! CXer the last ten years. I've Idund that, 
yes, the way I 1.1 Ik to the general public has ihangid 1 1 1 think 
aboul A V%^Fiif*S Tah\ which was a much msiro mililant tvpi^ Eif 
film, it ivas lxIso at a lime when that w as mi>re “act^ptable," 
w'hen lht*re was a larger audienct* for ihi^t typi^ oE" film. And I 
always di? take into account w'ho I'm la I king to. Hie transla^ 
tiEin h^s to be different, bt*caust* ihe ctinli-vt hiis changixJ. But 
so far I d4.in'l feel it's ehangid wlial I hai o to viVr except that^ 
of course. I'm part of that contt^xE and my owm ideas also 
evolve with historical times, s^i I'm mi wing with tho idt-as 
and I take the public into aceount which gtvt^ a different 
shapt* to LMch pmjei t. 

SF: k there a nFSs yisir fp^pps there a rerhu pi Si-f ef 

PHi'SSiiylSi t/pjzf ytnt Hiippl fc 

Bisson nefte; I think lor me tho xingle motix atiiin thnnighouE 
all thiwe films is giving a vsiice to women and lE becomt*s part 
of my motivalion, because each film is a dlscxwerx' for me. Il's 
tike Era celling; it's a piersonal discovers- tor me in terms of his- 
Eory% in terms Eif strugglis, in terms of different exptmences. 
And so I'm giving g. voice to thixt experience and trying lo be 
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Tes|>t*cttul JniJ sensitive Ihfll eiNiporrenve. there 

a I ways is that pt^wer reblinnship N'hA'ivn the hlmmakt^ and 
ihe characters you're f timings and I always try lo set things 
very clear and very straight with ihe characters as tii what my 
mtentiort-s are. They alw'ap set* the lilm hefi^e it is tinali/ed 
and have tu give their okay thal they agrev.' with htsw they're 
being presentisi and the context in w^hich they're in. I alw'ays 
try to lake thow factors inlo account- I guess people wh^i 
agree to be in the tilm find their own reasiiUs. It's tike an 
exchange It's like Ihey help me make my film and in 
exchange they also gel something out of it personally, like 
getting then caust' across or gethng their story across which 
gives them srKial or pefs«mal gratification. It's ^ cry imptvrtant 
lo be aware o# ihai relationship; it's really crucial, bivausi' it's 
I hat relationship I hat gets printed on film. Thai's w'hy I've 
actually nex'er been able to film w'lth f^xvple I didn't like. For 
imtance, I've seen films like CoMfroJhprg fn^cresf or dcteumen- 
tanes liki' that, where they go out and interv iew biisinissmen 
of top coryHirations... But then Tm just personally incapable of 
making iht^se hi ms Uvause I have tts make films with people 
I rt^ally like, because that relationship to me is w hat motivates 
me and what I wanl lo put on film. 

SK: The of Ihc proers.-i and Ihc arUndaHim areuml 

CiJifliS fhroMgh in /Ire ytm cerrscMPMS of fhr prajat t 

t'han^eti hccaiisr of Otc ei>sjy ycPii riiu^c i/.' 

Rissonn^tte^ Jfs being shaptHj constantly by thal lelatiim- 
ship. When I start oul a project I have a general conception- 1 
titan out with a bvptitht'sis and an analysis of the spcvific silit- 
atiun which I'll go and cover, lei's say the fern in i/at ion of 
poverty, or new technologies or the history of Quebtv. And 
then as I do the re?Hsirch and meet I he charat'lers this changes. 
Vm a^nslantly forced to change the hyptithesis an^d the con- 
cept with which 1 started, because il di)esn't work cml with 
w^hat reality is saying. For instance in the film woih Lea 
Roback most of w ha t's w rillen abtrut I he second w'ork! war 
was about women at last going into I he ivork force and finally 
getting a chance to work specifically in non-lraditional w»rk. 
And I realized doing the research thal w'omen had been 
working before the forties and that though there was an 
increase of w'omen enk'ring the lalx^ur force it wasn't a new 
phenomenon as has often been pt^rtrayed. Sti the lorlies 
didn't beci>me a turning point in the him in lerms of women's 
experience of work- h was like wi>men wxirked and ihen the 
foTtit-s happened Lmd it changed S4pme of I heir exyx-nences of 
work. TheV wijrked in diffemnt industries, gol somew^hat ht-L 
ter paid, but few actually did non- traditional work. Most had 
pn,Htty btinng work- And I hat seemed to h*.' the cti-nsimsus I d 
read a lot about ctmstraints on everyday life during the for- 
ties. There was a lol of government profwganda aNmt rts.u- 
perating soap^ etc., but all the w'orking class women E met in 
Quebec were verv little affectLd in their dailv life by changt^s 
that the war bn>ughl about- bvs as you do your reMsirth, you 
have to change ytmr idea. And that gift's tin thn^ughinU the 
shi.Kiling also VVhat vou had imaginev^ during ihe research, 
w’hen viiu're schooling ym discover something elsi\ bc-caust' 
people only give you on film what lltey w ant to give vou. and 
often sliiries Are nut the same at all w'hen yt>u know there's a 
general public that's going to hear them, so characlers lake a 
different angle on a story that you hadn't predicled, and 


again it brings another ^H-rspective on a shiry lhat yi>u hadn't 
anticipated. I find thal the wlviili- diting pr^nx-ss nften ques- 
tions vtnir own eonceplion'^ '"ve ollen found thal if you're 
trying to edit a M-quence an^. ,oo'^^ having a lol of problems 
trying to piece it tiigelher, il'« because^ you're try ing lo 
have Ihe character say sumelhing that's no! really w’hal 
ihev're saying, and again you have to change your perspec- 
live* thal that's not rcvilly bow' they perceived what happened, 
that's not tea 11 v whal was going <in; their pvinl of view' is dif- 
ferent than the one that yt^u ihought you wantc-d lo portray 
For instamv the meeting bc^wcrm Lea and the garmc'nl work- 
er w'ho was a mililanl tirganizer W'as one of ihe sec|uencc‘s we 
had the hardest lime with because I was trying to edit the 
sequence in terms of the events and the chrsinoltigy of the 
strike and winning the stnke and so on. when in fat't whal 
brought the two w'umen togetht*r was the fact thal they had 
had scH much fun during lhat strike! Tht-y gol arresied by the 
police and ihey ^st cracktxi up laughing abisut il, and sud- 
denly Ihe strike' was abt>ul how- thal w^as a very, very s^ViH:iaL 
tun expenence k>r them lo g^mul on the streets and challenge 
the church, challenge the manufacturers and challenge I heir 
husbands. It challengixl my whole notion of how to talk about 
strikes, and S 4 i the sequent^ became much mure ahuul rude 
jokes, abuut pinching bottoms and getting arrested and * 
laughing about il, w'hich conveytxl a different sense of five 
thousand Wiimen coming logelher. And w-e'rt' not used to 
hearing women talk that way, abtiul sinkes, about crude 
jokes, about getting arn-^sted, and w^asn'l that great* ft's wime* 
thing w-e lend to think men would do 
SI: VVTjcit iihmf the drffti uSt^ of Umt^ ? 

Bissonnette: Tve alw^ays found that's the crunch, Ihe hardest 
pari wilh diMmmentary filmmaking and maybe with filmmak- 
ing in general altho^igh I dcm'l wanl lo spt'ak li>r other ptxi^ 
pie '^Vhen vour mo^ivati^ln is not only the making of the film, 
and theenh^ymenl of the filrnmaking prtxess, it's psiintui lo 
si,v how little money goes into distribution. And it's so ver%’ 
diffitMilt to find a bR^ad easier for a documentary flus. if you 
don t have a television pR-sale, you're excludtxf fR^m apply- 
ing lo Telefilm, and you're almosi excluded from S<x;lC 
(SiK’iv^e genera le industries cuitu rent's. ■ Qu^becl Then 

thesv" institutions can say w ell, nnibody's interestisi. But at the 
same time Ihev'rt' starving the di-slribulorsand the brihvdcast- 
ers present almsist nodsxumentaries In Quebec it's no longer 
a strtsng trad 1 1 ion to work w'ith community groups; there's 
not enough money and energy tu do lhat kind of islucalional 
work. So vou have to attack il €in all tht.'se fronts, fhe financ- 
ing in order lo make it, and distribution lo the public, to 
groups. 

BEi f noFFi/cf ff MiFW cowfif eifiand uri Ifre laFjNFFi t/wl i/«5ij 
^/riTC is il desire for jxdiffrflf Uims. films fJwf rtxi/fy ri'Ff^i orir 
pdFlioif mui ^n>l'ory- 

Bisiionnette; 'Thai's whaf's s«i sluKkmg about the wav televi- 
sion or the tinancing cultural institutions treat documentary^ 
and pLilitical d^H^umenlary^ films, esp^'ctally. There's a crying 
nt'ed iiut there for thosi- kinds ol films- At the semenings I've 
gone tiF, it's ama/ing the ri-spim.se from all generations And 
people complain thal they don't get a chance to see ihose 
kitids ot films. So I support the pisition thal there's a real 
demand tor in-depth average of issu<*s and that ptHiple want 
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eunmn^trniLil uniiki^ ivhiAt vision lv]h, th.it we have lo 
he "objiH.’Etve''. Eu{ the fact is thal the puhlk' hj-NilL'ally finite 
iKiisi- e"^ films bonn^. 

SF: CsPPFimcreidf /iifriPii m zrri^ irt You hffi't' 

4JS J/ie of I ho JoiUtm'ntarif ftimmjkor who 

re^M^sii riiiy*/ /ris .for oxittrfjrlo 

Bissannvtie; tkil ii^Jin, w^heti we h.iJ the Roti\tozi'ou^ tfii 
CiPU'J^a Cjwi-lvftpjs, where they show all the films m.iiJe tn 
Quebec m a j^iveri year, evenkHjy agreeti, this ye.ir^ th.it llu^ 
documentary films were the best compared in I he fsetii>n HI ms 
which w'ere rcMlIy potir. But then also W'e^^ipl told hy vmw peo- 
ple th.il documt^ntary films wiw really ugly bec.iuse the cnte^ 
na bein^ applied were those for fictiim films. Il's frostratin^ 
whin l hertz's ntp recognition of the aesthelics o| dtKuimntarv. 
r>x.-umenlary has its i>wn aesthetic. ■ 

SF; HfiPbC yaii fkout^hl ipf m^Xzpry fiiliotj hhpps? 

Bissonnette: My motivation for film comes Efom rea lily. StS the 
raw malenal I need to cfeate. and without that material I don't 
fwl capable ot slttmj^ dipwn in front of a blank sheet of fsiper 
and im.i^ininj;. Ek^ause I've always been so astounded by 
what hapjxns in documentary tilm making, the way it sudden- 
ly all comes logether and things K-yond tiction It's like 
nothing you ccnitd ever liave imagined^ that anyone could have 
imagined. And it's those momtmts in diKumenlary filmmaking 
that kis-p Vim gi>ing. For InsUnce, in that sc^iuence with I am in 
the thiMtre w hen she's WMiching the BrtAht-Pudov film^ ^sMfifc 
alt It brings out in her m terms ot the emotion and 
menu ^rits lit the IkTfk ... in Germany ... Even ihi^ film, f.'gpfUPMr 
^ p^Jt^ whichn when it canw out as a film ended up benng 
thris^ intercneivs, brings out an iticrcsJible rc*sponse m wi^nnen's 
groups, where it's shown. It's a %'ery hard him- it's about 
women whn are ilepcndent emotk^nally and tinarKiallv in tht‘ 
context of the temlni/.ition eiI pmeriy, and it's not ver\' cms\' 
for anyism^ in tht^ public lo deal wjth^ But people tell me that 
they've gone home alter the streening «ind talked with their 
husbands, itial the film has re.illy gone out and reached stpme- 
Ihing vcTC' devp in them. I di>n l think films change the world 
but they can make a slight iipntnbiition to help people gel .1 
better understanding ot whtp Ihey^ are of the stuiety they live in, 
ht increase their sc^lf-respect and so on. Thai him has verv 
deep, profound im plica I ions lof people who see il In fact, 
some wimu^n reject the iilm, because it's very hard to hK>k at 
that in voufM-lf. But hiiw do ytni measure thesucLVs.sot a tilm? 
Thi^re can be hundreds of ttlm.s abcpul w'omen being emotional- 
ly dependeni — and there' are. But how^ many of them have 
w^ipmen lorgotten atunil. just watched on television? This is a 
film that's mi>re demanding and msire rewarding . 1 think 

whal is becoming mi>re and niEPre a thread throughout mv 
films IS that there's alway.s th^- ^Hplilicat and I he pt^rsonal. 1 he 
film wllh Lea is a pt'rMinal trajeclory^ but it also jnttPrms us 
abipul ihede^ elopTm^nt of hislory. L irffietpr ji ijaW priji again was 
a lot like that, also. 1 1 was, lo'Ve at what cosi? lAive and misney 
and the personal piplilics. I 111 ink that cerlainly runs thrtpughout 
my films and what makes them lo me, feminist films, Irving io 
deal with Ihose issues and bring them logether, w^hich we 
don 'I tind much in nu^n's tilms. I'm pan ot the feminist tradi* 
tion Ilf trying to bring those two issut^s together. 

You mcnriepird y^ja urio fijAjppy A Vksion in the Darkness fo 
Fa ns. ]imi I uws fAHrGpiy f/tijr lohiio Evry sjJfLifictrNv ahipjil 


Qi^chfi', a fiSm sitweffripij^ timf ccpmU hr rtutiio prcnficdf/y a^ry- 

u'Jrcrf ni Norih America iho uvrkin;i t fs tprj^apijzrtf Wort' 

wu !hmkiti)i; of ^ttJu^joos iri tPf Ner^.^j Awcrjcti as a uMo^ 

BiNSunnette: The public I had in mind was a general jniblic in 
Quelx'c, and that's anothL'r hard conslraint. We' re suppiTpsevi to 
make fitnvs which are good for e:^ port, but if we' re* lurt gtnng to 
make I he films about ourselves, whis is? Mosi t>fltn, the 
C'anadian Quebec films lhal work best abroad an^ often I he 
oiH^s I ha I didn't make any allempt to international. 

SF; Tfjf.s film is a of f^to fumfuTh ccrp/jiry. iiwd a tusloru ot 

fniJx^ umoru^im epid tf fti.'ifipry of OpJ yiP// tlttunloJ hy Ihv 

otiormriyi^ thofmxjoil ? 

Bissonnette; Oh, yes. It was enormous, It w as a very real chal- 
lenge to try to leSI this story in ^1 minutes, and if it works it\ 
becausi^ l.ea is very, very^ unique. Her polities are inti*graEL\i 
intiT her perst^nal life ... In I ha I sen.sc^ it was never, ""This is me. 
this is my home life, these an.^ my ptplilics"'. The same values 
prevail in t»\ ery part of her life She's made choice's at timi-s in 
her life to spend iw'o years taking eare ot the children of her 
brother, and she tell that this was as imptirtant a thing to di» as 
organizing in a laetoiy. Her concern for her fellow^ and sister 
human beings envelops all her activities. So she has that ability 
to turn very personal issues inio the political, from the p.ist to 
the preseni, within one s^-ntence. 

SF; Aro tiforf itpiy jrufht u/ar filmmaki'r^ or Joiumorfiuryi ulfomoit r^ 
itmi yna fi:N?k fa hPr jij/f ja-Pire er ippspiralieri hr yeio ftlm<>? horoxiim- 
pfr. A Vision m I he Lkirknes.s hrtirs a nf ,Kfpppr/ar/fv hp a of 
AmerjraH filttnf- of tho fen <pr ^o years, /iLr Uni 4 >n Mald.s or 
kipsie I he Riveter or Seeing Red. 

Bi-^sEiitnette; Yes, bul also Lm thinking ot til ms like oth*s bv 
Dagm.ir Teufel Gueissaz, Sylvie Van Br-obsint or Sylvie CirouK 
and nciw by y^nirtger pt'ople. E m not alone, and il is a eomiipri 
that We Ye all in the same boat. I think the younger wiimen 
who are making ps>titLca] films will nuive mi>rc in|i> video for 
very obvious reasons, ihat it'.s not as expensive and access h> 
film.s is so iimiti,d. I think a lot of the interc'stmg ^xilitieal w'ork 
that's getting done i-s getting done in video. 

SF: y.orijor yeij kLi;ird /or PfMjifk' mtppppfpjf'i 

rtufpfv fkiMs”. Dors a hi of ituU fiaPie lo Jo K’ltfi iftPio st'pjsc ef 
ef i^ppcc mui tho nt^fepicr or ftPOi" ytPfi hair for yimr 
Bissannetle: It is a bit like falling in love, in I ha I you haie to 
tv kniking oul tor the other pcTSi^n; ytni hiive to be hoiking i>ut 
for ihese moments in iPrder to get them, (L.AUGHSl Si> you 
have Kj have some availabilily. Like w'hen vou'rc^ ksjking tor a 
partner. Ytiu have to be available and listening anti out there Eo 
bc‘ able to catch the momtmt when it comes Because if you're 
m>t available hn it, it w^onT happim So it's a give and loko tin 
both sidis., iif things coming logether, a cipindd^^n4,i- whM 
reality can bring oul, but ymi neisi iv n-ady lor il and readv 
to switch in the middle of a shiK^t to bt' able to say, ' t here's 
stinvL'thLng elsc^ going on," on a completely different track irom 
what you had planned that takes ymi somewhere else And it 
THiiy get you nowhere, maybe it w^i^n't bt' in the Him m the end. 
bul you have w-j fling So take Shat chancA^ 

A V'lssipi ppi iht' t^irtnisis is disthbutid by Cim'^ma I ibre, SxpuS 
Saint E aurenl, suite 7tl4, MonSnMl. Quebec, Canada li2Vi 2T7. 
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^IcL'Aiihy Roinj^ lhtti'y|(h If^inAf^nfiJliofi 
ifi PAlriiriii RiucmA'f iPrfprrmwto 


Cinderella 


Does Montreal 


Djcs^fcr&nto is Pa trie ia Rijzetn^'s can I rib u- 
tion to Miirifroaf Vu Par a semn to- 

be-reltrased film made up of six short 
films. This Montreal film project is remi- 
niscent of Nnv Yorit Slorh^ or more apprf>- 
priately: Pans Vu Par, ihe h\m that 
twk Paris as its sub}ecl. Six directij^rs, with 
four Quebecois^ Denys Arcand, Michel 
HrauU^ lacques Leduc, and Lea Pwl and 
two Canadians^ Alom Lgoyan and 
Patricia K<izema^ came together and con- 
tribute six short, discrete nj mi nations on 
Mtmtreal. 


corner /ntun /niup/c ir^ro doiPt attempt it. Wc are uxx^im^rkera^. The rwcdiwjus 
cowrc /dfiT ami if theif st? desire, iTs their job fu make the table s}h^ak"^ — jean CiKteau 

iV}i;nTtJFi^i3 lakes js its starting point and subject 
matlvr the indelible tKiund.iries ot Unguage- 
The French/ Friglish Jivitie otters capacious 
piiteritial tor the humourtms, for enrsKing ihe 
Urn’S oi propriety. And Ro?ema milks linguistic 
misreadings for all their uorth. fhe near- miss 
and ihe inappropriale (largely due to language 

1 k^fi CimiL-jy, ^ur k- CiFhTnaleftMphf." k^m'^ 
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misiomprvherisipn^ Lay in ^br prola^k^nisl Ann Sk war* 
(pljvt?d bv ShvWik McCartbyJ M f VtTy Etirn that aU 

itHi significant sij^riitk‘r of diffewnci', pri^vidt^s iht? central 
tri>pi‘of nrtarkinji» its lensiun and iitrw. 

Ann Jitewarl — a dt^wJv Tiwonlonian — is up N>i‘ a 
time, seeking reju venatiun tm a weekomJ gel -a way 
Mitnlreai. Lounging; un her hotel jihe wislfuLly watches 
Dt'nys Arcand-s Ortfrwc of tki' Ammcsin Cmpfrc. Vim Ann, the 
film pToiTLi?^'* an enticing image of Montrcsil as a site of plea- 
sure^ where Janguage doesn't hesitate U\ riiime tlesiTe, to 
deline il and underline it- Vet her trip £st> far) has hardly 
approximaltd such pleasun^s. linguislic or corpt>real. Instead 
she has e’^^H-rienced ixnhing of the city's* pri>miset.i pleasuivs 
ejtcept its touristic facades, its must-se^* sites; live a Iter-taste is 
one tsf boredom, brought on by her inability to communicate 
in the language ol desire — french- thi her tmal nighf in town 
Ann is struck how she has misscsd the ""rt'ar' M on l real — the 
romanlicL/eti Miintreal — oi her dreams: she re^ilves to go 
out and gel the "rear thing, She dcrns her 'lovelit'St"' white 
dress ta doubly ci^nservative and kitsth numbt^sure to invite 
rejection J and heads cml to lind the adventure she seeks. 

Ann linds it. She crashis a francophone party w'here she 
neither knows nor understands a stsuL and desperately pro 
ceeds,. using inappropriate metht.Kis, ti> be accepted hy the 
*'in'' crowed. Of course, Ann i>nly manages to elicit their msKk- 
erv. Our KeFoine is t>strad/t'd further when a horrifying 
incident translorms her evening inlo a nightmare. At ter a 
hcful of frenetic dancing (duly noUsJ by tht^ guests, of course), 
Ann sits dowm lo catch het bnsith. but she diH^n't lu^lce that 
a straw'N’frv lies cm her ch^i^ieo chair. We can imagine the 
rest 

Menstrual hliKxi is an ullimate tabcKi in ^v^'slorn six'iety^ 
anil bv extension, our mainstream cinema, w'lth rare excep- 
tions (IXdVIma's Came being a caw in point), has managed lo 
elude compk^ely Wilh Fa tricia Ho/ema takes on 

this taboo. Although the dirvclness is Jiff used stmiewhat by 
the dnema audience's inside knowledge ot the stain's origin. 
I he impact is n^rt nullified. In the eye's of the guesis, as w^ell as 
the unfortunate victimls, the effect of the transgression is 
st^R^ly felt — the shame is almost unbearable. The 
heroine is conlnmtcd w'lth the kind ot situainm lhat only an 
exceptional I V verbally gifted and stKially adn^tl perstm could 
handle. Chir tongue-tied hennne has but onei'ss^ajv. she clw- 
es her eyes, replacing her present reality with a more 
faii ourable fantasy. 

I^ara lysed bv shame, Ann construe! s a daydream fremmts- 
cent ijt Kreud's notion of I he fai^traum) for ht'rw^lf This paral- 
lel universe- tempi^rarily reconciles her with the worU and 
with the aHles, which, up until this momenl, haveeludevf hi-r 
grasp. While she pretends ii> sleep, her real NhIv ri'niain.s nv- 
eted on the couch; at the ^amc lime her fantasmatic biniy 
leases its coi^H>rea] envelope where slu- achieves her gtwl — 
glamour, profidency and acceptance by others. The prissy 
starched dress becomes a fairytale gown compleic with a 
regal, raised a>llar. As in Cjn*/crrfla in laiqucSi Dt'my's 

the moment of metaniorphtisis offers Ann tht* supernat- 
ural piw'er that she paradi^ssically needs to achieve success m 
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the r\^al world As Marc Vemet similarly suggt^sts: "il is ihe 
strength of desire shmulated by superimposition that estab- 
lishes continuity whert^ thw only was differtwe, in order to 
undo categories and enjoy rtJfnbi nations, in the pleasure lhat 
is given by the imaginary when it is ru.>u risked hy the symbol- 
ic, lumping over the usual distinctions, to work out undreamt 
of passages and invisible accordances."^ In this manner, 
Ann's daydream offers the world of the possible, where ihe 
pnnapleof reality gives over to pleasure. Visually '^d^mbh'd'’ 
(ihrc^ugh superimposiiionL i>ur fairy princess sits on the arm 
the couch and picks up a remole control She tibs^wi.'s her 
inanimate "sk^^ping" btxly scjuee^^ed in between a conct'imcd 
french^peakmg ample and begins to affed the space around 
her as if it w'ere a T-V., manipulating the seeTie according to 
her own pace and desire; she spct^ds up, slow's down and 
stops images long enough to cxmsult a handy dictionary for 
the correct meaning of the illusive french words that sw^irl 
abcput her. 

Tired ol this game, and inspired by the freedom of invisi- 
bility, Ann graeeluSly fltviis ihrtmgh the party, offering kiss- 
es and smiles to the formerly hostile assembly that can't see 
her, let alone judge her. At this point subtitles, usually 
extradii'getic reality, and the S4>le concern of the foreign 
spectaior, bt*gin fall onto the other side ol the fourth wall 
and play a role m the narrative itself, bilingualism, w'ilh all 
of its Hillendant problems, is lovingly sent up here. The t^e^pe 
of bilingualism ls suggested in the title itself, as Dk-spe^lfiMfn 
is an obvious play on esperanto, the universal language 
ivhoM- promoters claim its use would dissolve difference 
and result in a linguistic utopia. Vet Rozema deftly 
sidesteps the pitfalls of didacticism evidt'nl in the confronta- 
tion of franco-anglo linguistic conflict. Herein lies the film^s 
innovation. Ko/ema chtKTses to make the subtitle, normally 
the friend of the curion.^*, but non-polyglot cinephile, veer 
away from its normal purptMe. The filmmaker explains; ""in 
my film, subtitles are the missing link which guide the main 
character towards the others; she is in the same situation as 
the view'cr of the foreign film who reads the subtitles lo 
understand the action. The big difference here is that her 
relation ti> subtitles stops bt'ing a distant relalitmship, ihcy 
maleriali/e and language becomes an <,^bject w^hich can be 
manipulated.'' 

Ann iiLilices English subtitles fltuling along the boitc^m of 
the frame; she tries to read them upside down hut w^ith difH- 
cully. she then moves around to the side at the frame and 
M|uetvt.s her w'av in ht'twi'vn u.s £the audience) and the subti- 
tles. Thv words are legible from hi,f pnisition, yet they remain 
at btT t^'v^ and appear and disappi'ar much too quickly mak- 
ing comprehension difficult. Ann picks Up the phrase "ytm 
!hi^ out of my but it evaporates into thin air 

w hen the next line Ls spoken. An^rthcf phrase, ^Oh 
is treated mure radically; The is dtserevtly tucked into 
her t leavage, while tiH- "wtfnrlirnjr.'f" slips into her wine glass 
wherx' it dissolves before she drinks it. iVur radiant heroine 
nmv has the ability to "'play w'lEh w ords.'' 

I n tilm ic lermSr w-e, un the tme ha nd, w-i Eness the lormation 
ut a third spate that is neither inlra- nor extra -diegetic, but 
overlaps both. Tlw^ suhlitle s fiintlion, normally the viewer's 
dsjinam, is appnipriatid by a character w-ho slips amund to 


77 ti 


1 



Shrili MrCjirlhy, Alexandre Itdunvjtrf ind C bdrkiUr I 
kn Pjlrickd 


JKt' oJhiT side the tiTUiih wjII Jiid ilmphefs dil the •ianw 
hme as we diik — \hc meaflidg ether ch^ifiielvrs' wsurds- On 
ihe other hand, the mt?i1iatien imposed by lanf^uage is thrown 
jjflUi qinsiition: out iharjcter's "piTeeptual passions {lo tH>r- 
nm- Chnstian Met/S term retenir^g to the spoliator's de^sire 
lo see and hear) have not been fulfilksd by tn etfevt. ihvyv 
"senst's i^t distance" (sight and hearing as opptised to the 
"senses lit amtaetr'' touch r laste, and smell) have toially isi)!ai- 
ed our character because ot her lack i^t know ledge ot the 
trench language. The resol uliim ot the problem is ne\ertbe- 
It^s, purely symbolic, thus indicating that the realm ot the '"as 
if ' — Ihe parathetii|ue situation — might suggest an answer; 
by el mil na I mg the distance, the character acts **as if' she had 
dirtxi aivess lo lliat world. Thus language merely becomes an 
objeci. matter in movefiH-nl, bled ot its mediative function as 
it becomes literally physical, moving through the char acler' s 
moulh and bodv. 

At the evening's end, I hanks to this mysterious and liber- 
ating power, ItH' veil of nusurkderstanding is liftisJ. Once the 
clink strikes twelve our Cinderella returns lo her material 
si.'^lh back til I he ^Mthetic outsider she was at I he film's begin- 
ning. but nolhing is as it was. Tw'o characters ccime ti^ rescue 


her and Ann suddenly rc'cogni/t^ them tnsm her eniry into 
the romantic i/cd QuebcHisis universe* — she had se‘t*n Ihe^si* 
factT^ w-j telling T/^ie fJrtJ/Hr of ffte AiPii'riimi f.oiprre. Actress 
Genes’ieve Riou^^ and director fXmys Arcand. playing amtiu- 
lance allendants, extend their hands, spc'ak her language, and 
aid in the truilion oi her tantasies. hi this way, the gap which 
appeared bi*tween the rtNil and the imaginary during Ann's 
daydream is left open: indeed, imly through iktioncan reality 
riMchid. As Patricia Kiwema corroboraU‘s; "“there is in my 
films a dichotomy tH*tWit'i-n i^vainlul and unyielding reality 
and the imaginary; a place of mxinciiialiori when’ w e expt'fi- 
ence total liberty. In reality, my character has a vague, almosi 
foggy n*ialionship with the world, lull isf misundtTstanding, 
hut all is mi-ide clear w^hen she ci^mes into conlaLl — in the lit* 
era I sense — w’ith w^ords The imagini.tl brings her neariT Hh* 
truth that reality Ivas kept hidden." Christian Meta's diclum 
on the pi^wets of the cinematic apparatus are especially appli- 
cable to an understanding of DisfirrafiM: '"4 little di^sire is rt'C 
onciled w^ith a little reality thanks to a little magic 

2 Mjiri VimiS. di,' ]■ AlSrt'iut'," i-dklkirik;^ i 
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Bordwell 

Considered 


Intkoductjos 

IJ^vid Btjrdwell hnhs become o k^rce to contend with in Anpk^ 
American film studies. Robert Ray, in an other^'ise damning; 
critic{ue, admits him to be its leading figure 147>. Film 

Art: Air /fi^nh^uchen 0^, 1986), “ft hich Biifdwell CfvautKi>red 
with Kristin Thompstin, is according to Bill Nichols, ^one of 
the most widely used introductory teiiEs in the lU.S.A.I'' 
(Nichols 1989: 5l 3n3). The bi>ok was reprinted in 198b, a year 
after Ehe publication of twci other maitir worKs, Narratkni in the 
hictiQn film U985) and TAtc Cfa^icai Cinirnui. film 

Style &nd Mtsdt cf Pwductim fip J960 (19®5>, eo-authorcd with 
Kristin Thompson And Jinet SUiger. ll ts h> the publication of 
this triple whammy within the space of A year tKat Bordwel1''s 
present eminence can be traced. 

Amos Vogel thought f ilm AH, Tethaps the very first text- 
book to deal with cineritii from an (bnteliigently) nen-formaMst 
perspective. ^^This is an important bock, capably introdtidng 
difficult subject in clear, fairty non-specialist prose" <1962: 72), 
Ngrratwrt in the Fiction fiim was herakled as a work that ^will 
undoubtedly ground the discussion for years to come^ 
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^Kt 3 /kvff 43>. kir 

rearht-'d j new plotudii: is guiri); to ehnirijije the wav 

AitieriCiiri him history' is sludied'" (Cumiin.^ 1^87: 52); "'no 
w^ork in \bv field wilJ, or should be, ever quite the sairio " (t>.J. 
VVenden l'3'8b: 113^; "di'^ttined lo become itself a classic in 
film studies'" CElsaest^T IW"^: !^2); "A bridnurk in I he histuw 
of academic film studies in I he Uni led (Richard Allen 

ms: m. 

Such pi^ihL trum the An^-Amenc^n Mm eshihiuJiimmt 
is cause enough for mjf own engagement with Bond well's 
work- The adjective ''Anglo-Aiwrican'" is telling. Jt connotes 
Canada's historical shift from colony ol England to colony of 
the United States even as. by our absence, it Indicates our 
insignificance. Robert Fulfood has written that his genera don 
of Canadiarks grew up believing that, "if we were very good 
Of very smart, or both^ we would some day from 

Canada'* (cited in Crean 1976 ; g). Today film scholars in 
Canada can bypass It aitogethof- 

As Canadian film scholars, our research agendas are often 


set for us. Due to the meagreness of graduate programs in 
I his country (only Vork offers even a Master's in film studies) 
many of us are forced to go lo the United States or Britain to 
;^tudy. What we often bring back Ls notions ot what are wor- 
thy objects^ of study, w'hat are viable miltwHJnlogies and what 
are significant histories that were n^i^t designed with 
Canadinin cinematic culture in mind. Tht^rt^art^ few prvSLSures 
on film scholars in Canada to famk]iari/.e themselves with the 
phineermg w urk on Canaduii diu^iiu by cofwujnl inkhjgefious 
scholars like Peter Karcourt, Peter Moms, or |oyct Nelson. 
But one risks credibUity by Temainlng unaware of tbe work 
of ^the leading figure in A ngto-Ameii can film studies/ 
whether the work is welbreceived here or not.* 

In fact^ BordweLPfl work has been lauded here as welE 
Peter Rist thought Mafrieg Mivning; fir/mncr and Rhetom iii 

X . Mv mm mpenmxr whkh I bdinr i» TKit urriipM-p eiWfmfiM Thr wy 
ftrat ammr tm dnrtni thil 1 ii McCiU UMd Fdm Art m ■ Wwt. I dbd my 
ifi En^ikluul when Bordwell w*# Rtttr.il hi Uie fftfuinil mfnpoaRit of 
Thecurrinilyil. Whel I kjiow; qf CefiadiLin film I }ud lo kamcjn my wii. 









Ifti' laterpreiatton of Citi^ii fkirdweirs fnost !si|;riifi- 

tjinl hcM^k simv ti(m Art and arw^tht^r landmark kn him 
schidarship" <Ri*pt 19WI: Xb5}. While Peter Hareoiirt wrote 
apprcwinj^ly Bord well's coll to '^return la a new empineism 
in order to develop a ' historical of cinema"' SlIartiHirl 

1^1: 120) 

B<»rdwe]| IS a neo-forma list and the 'mj|ar proptmenf of coj^' 
nitivist science (Andrew 14^9:1)^ a psychological mc^el often 
set explicitly against psys^hoanalysis, whose adherents 
include Nt>el Carrol and Edward Branigan. According to 
Dudley Andrew, their work has 'begun Eo change iht^ toiw of 
thinking and wriling about dnema'' {Andrew' l9h9:D. t1eint\ 
IVtd Ha rct>tiri alstmsi's hope forctTgnitieismH 

How influential this new' thei^retical schotd may become or 
what role it may play within tlw acads'itiv in Canada, it is 
hni to say. Whal is encouraging abtiut ih himever, is 
tfkit Ihesc fresh theoretical mcxiels more* readily allow dis- 
cussion ai pers4>nal differences within cinema^ of national 
differi^nces. and ovvn of differences of ci>n tesla tional prac- 
lices — such as that which Canadian experimenlal film 
a’present. less lola lining in its ambition. I his now theoreli- 
cal intervention mighi help to plurali/e the dhcoOfse 
about cinema and perhaps won begin to w iden the range 
of films referred to (Hara>ui1 91 : ] 2ni 

Peter Haropurt is ont' of the great champiipns i>f Canadian film 
studies "Canadian Film Studies: A Pedagogic Overview" and 
IVler Moms' ’“From Film Club to Academy: The Beginnings 
of Film Education in Canada/' [pffer fas4inating aci'ipunts of 
film education in Canada. These two artick^s hint at nch hisio- 
rit^, marked differences, and striking particularitiisthal I >tus- 
peeled Bordh'eirs appripach wimld diminish if not elide alhv 
gethi^r. 

In this article I proptise to examine the usefulness of 
fkirdw^elFs work Eo Canadian film studies. All his work has 
Russian Formalism as a methodiph^gical hnmdahon tcp which 
a cognilivist psycboltigy has been progrt^ssively added over 
the years. I will i^ffer an analysis of BordwelTs application of 
these two approaches as ex posited through a serits^ of artick'Sv 
and Niirmtiim fpi the fkHm Fi/fpi. though I will refer lo the rest 
t>f his work as ticcasion warranls, But before I examine how' 
useful Ihis work can be here, 1 Ehink a conteiiEuali/aiiivn of 
here/ psirticularly as ii pt^rtain.s t[p a ctnennatic ™ltufe, is in 
ordt-r. 


Heki-: at the Movies 

Canada is a colony ol the United SlaEts. (.lur colonisation is 
unique- As Ck'orge Oant has written, "we are not in the 
empire as are tbe exploiled colonies of South America, but 
rather with ihe intimacy i>f a yt>unger brother sUitTis"^ (GranI 
19h!^: i•M^. However unique, our coloni/ation is nevertheless 
extensive. Our industry is branch plant and our abundanE 
natural resources are expiPiled for prix:t‘ssing. ‘l"he twtP pillars 
of our mmomy, twii strengths, are simultaiietpusly tw'm lia- 
bilities that make us economically dependent. Militanly our 


armed forces have been under the direction of the American 
Permanent Joint Board of Defense since the Ogdensberg 
Agreement in 194£> {Smythe 199t):lH). Politically, J'ierre 
Trudeau estimated that \hv country has thv' frt^cdom to make 
only about 10 per cent of the national decisions (Smvlhe 1990: 
20 ). 

The case of the dnema is one of the mtist complete cv^lo- 
mzation. As Manjonath Petidakur details in his aptly named 
Canadi^^i Dtfam^ tfnif AjnrriraiT Cvritml, 97 per cent of the 
screen time in our movie thealres is tilled by imported films 
and 9£) per cent of the m^arly Si billion in annual rt^venues 
from Him and video areccintRilled by Ihe U.S, majtirs 129-30). 

We not only see American films almosE exclusively but we 
have a long history of dc»ing st^. Canada has been cokisidered 
part of ihe American domestic market sinct^ the 192t>s because 
exhibition and distribution in Canada have been vertically 
integrated with American production since then. As long ago 
as 192.=! 9!^ per wni i.>f all films exhibited in Canada were sup- 
plied by mapr U,S. film companies {Pendakur 1990; 59k 

This degree of coloni/arion has extended even lo the 
academy. According to Pefer Flartxiuri "'Canada must be th*- 
only enuntry in the world that does not put its own achieve^ 
ments al lht» centre of its educational system" C19hS: 2.3). 
Writing of film studies In particular^ Cieoil Pevere nolcd th^t 
in an introdudCFry ix’iursi' he* taught on dnema (which includ- 
i,xl such "difficult' auleurs as Welles, Bergman and Citidardk 
"it was the Canadian section of the course that proved a 
mafi>r stumper to students. Canadian films were Ihe most 
"loreign" films ' (IVvere, I9«H: 333) 

I have gtme to great, ptThaps bonng, length lo establish 
that Canada is a colony because this is rarely explicitly 
atiknowkxigixJ. According to Michael rk^rUnd, "the originary, 
naturalistic senses of CnirfltfwJF difference has m the pxist centu- 
ry btvn profoundly compromised by the American similarity" 
[[Xirland 19Kh; 319). Part of the uniqueni‘ssi>f C anada's status 
as a colony derives from the pow'erfnil ideology thre^ugh 
which reams of evidence as to our avlonial slatus economical 
Ey^ militanly. politically and culturally are discounti'd, made 
insignificant rather than denivd^ hy virtue of p^>rceivi.'d per*^ 
sona! similarities with American dti/ens 

I suspect that Canadians kx^king at American films see 
them both differently aivd the same as Ami'dcans. That is to 
say w'e not only know* the meaning that Amencans are sup- 
poses.! to create, and share it wilh them, but we can also create 
a different meaning that may or may no4 be shartd naiionally- 
The pnxess is nnl jusi oneol making a different meaning but 
of making meaning differently. 

Far example, I grew' up reading many of the same bnciks, 
magazines and even newspaper stories as Americans of my 
generation. I ^w the same movies and leleviskm programs 
and I listened to the same music. MiTst Canadian.s of my gen- 
eration would have a frame of reference they could share 
w'ith Americans of my generation, which is not to say w'e 
have the same frame of reference. For w'hereas my generation 
of Canadians can talk to my generation of Americjn.s abimt 
I heir oTunlry^ their sixiety and their culture, we cannot expect 
I hem tomipriKaleand we know' that- 

It might not have WHirried the late Northrop Frye very 
much ""if a rocunfuE of Canadian schoolchildren asked who 
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the Pnme Miriister M t'^nadni is .iiid sav limmy t arier" 

<Frye and Hultti^rd 15). Bi3l Jl S4>me ptninl lh\‘ chiklfi'n 

find oul. And the resulting ijislm'-atinn is jx'rhjps why "we 
are amstantly bnniding over whu we art'" 14^6: 24W), 

Canadians cnitfixinti-d with Amencan mtwit*s make a dillct' 
enl nuLMnin^ and make inejiiiii^ difterenlly betause of our 
know led of Arnerica and otnr km? w ledge (hat we are no! 
Amt'iit^an. This priKess is in stmne w^av-s amiparable lo Mary 
Ann Doane's ne^linn of 'ihe Mast^nerade/ Whereas Dt»ane 
S 4 ?es se^iual mobility ds a dislmguishing feature of femininily 
in its ctihkiral omstruction ^I>iHine 1^2. 4ti). I ihjnk oj]- 

hjral mobilily sivms lo Ix^ a distinguishing feature ot colonial 
subjectivity in ifs cultural consi ruction. We comf>rehend as il 
we were the intended audi^nee but realize we are not kliri\lly 
addressed. We are an absence. Aeeording lo Doane, 
''Masquerade. ..involves a realignment of Eemininily, ihe 
recoveTy^ or more acvurately, siniulativm of the missing gap or 
distance" (4t5i. When watching Amt-rkan films we tim has e to 
pul on a masquerade, re-atign our aaltural idenlity so that 
that gap, which is ihe resull of being Canadian watching lilms 
as if we were Americans, can bt^ bndgvs.1 This concept spf a 
natk>nal masquerade remains an uiHJerde^'eloped one. Hut it 
is an intriguing idea, far from singular,^ and hints al how^ 
fruitful the incorpcpraiion of feminist thetsry wilhin any ihiH>ry 
of specia lorship, partitula rl y the exilian tal kind , can K' . 

To my know^ledge, no study abipul how Canadians sc"e 
American mock's has been done There are, however, many 
indications that this qutsliun shi^uld al least be kiTtnulaled as 
one eentral to Ihe studv o( film in C ai\ada. Marlin Knel man's 
commeni thal "the Otherness of tultum was something taken 
for granted by anyone who bad growm up in Canada*' 
{Knelman XW7: S) is a ivpieal i>ne. 'One subliminal message 
amsistent in these' esperient'es,'“ Knelman adds, "Cultim' 
w'asm't something ihal came cnit o( Hk- life around yt>iJ..The 
mo vies... put us in touch with another wiirlJ.'’ These are 
revealing comments. In terms of films, w^hal Knelman is 
describing is an ability to ctsmprehend, coupled with a con- 
sckjusmvt that the movies were of a w<.ir]d that w'as not ours 
and an unci.msck>us mt'ssage that movies didn'l come in^m 
our world. 1 1 seems to me like emmgh ammunition to 
demand a re- thinking of suture and cinematic identifitMtiim 
that takes the efftHTt of cun l ext into a cimsideration ol the 
heretofore st>iely psychoanalvtLc prenress 

Demands for national cinemas arc' als4> steeped in iissump- 
tions that we would see different! Vr that we would have an 
immanent relalitm lo our own movK's not risible with lor- 
eign ones,^ ami I hat tlu.^‘ difterencc's make a big ditterence. 
Joyce \els4>n. for example, wriles, 

A National cinema^ by framing scenes and image^i of a 
country, ht'lp to establish the bt^undanes of that nation, lo 
C(.mvey a sense of place. The viewer becomt.'s steeped in a 
familiar, thuundaried, cinematic "here" I he iinpt^rtance i>l' 
the centred ness has bt'en recognized by Margaret .^Iwnwid. 
who writes; A persv>n who Is 'here' bul rather ht' svime- 
wht^e eW Ls an exile or a pn^mer; a whi> is here 

but thinks he is s4Jmewhere else is insane tNelsini 1 4g8: 72). 

From Knelman, Nelson and Atwi^od one could cull a 


Canadian viewer of American films whose very Caoadian- 
ness makes the viewing prix^-ss one filtered through alien- 
ation (iu Otherness) and (whether passing through an 
ackrK>wii,Hlgement of here,, the madness that accumpanies the 
denial or the exile or pri.si>n of a w'ish for elst' where) results in 
a de-cenlred subg^ct. This description is in fact similar t€> 
acaiunis of colonial subjectivity. 

Seamus [>eane has written that, *'At its mosl pow^erful 
colonialism is a pri>oess of radical dispossessi^m." In our case, 
this dispossession is not so much ectinomic as psychic. 'The 
Canadian film experience,'^ writes Maurice Vaco war, “proves 
that a w hole nation can feel itself a sikmctxl^ even inv'isible. 
Outsider in its own hi>me'' (Vacowar tl). 

Frederic Jameson has argued thal cii^lonialism results in a 
loss of meaning (Jameson 19W). Economic and political deci- 
iiions are made elsew'here. As a consevpience we are unable to 
grasp the way the system as a whole funclitms. There is 
always a piece of the puz/le mis.sing. Jameson is ht*rt' ri'fer- 
ring to the toss of meaning experienctM by citizens of the 
metropolis. But the implications for the a>lonial subjeci are 
iilear. jamestm noti^s that "ihe colonies remain unknim'n and 
unimaginable for the subjects of the imperial power" 
(}ami*sipn 30). As I discussisi alx>ve^ colonial ptxiples are 
intimately aware of imperial culture- Hut I his kivowledge is 
often accompanied by ignorance of, and the iitabilily to imag- 
u\e, their own context and an additional knowledge thal they 
lack the ptiwer lo effect change within il. The resultant dis- 
pt>ssession is indit'd radical. 

Alex Callinkos has noted that "postmodernism found 
S 411 TM,' of its most extravagant enlhu.siasls in Canada" li. 

This is understandable. Like p^Tstmodemism^ Canada is frag- 
mented. pluralistiCr heterogenous, diverse. St>me<>l thi’ effects 
ol living m Canada are also similar to thosx* of fHwtmi^d- 
ernism, namely, as the perennial national questioning of 
'where is here?' and 'who are w'e?' indicate — It'iss i^f meaning 
and decentred suhjtxTivily. 

t)ne of the results of ptwtmodernLsm's questioning ol the 
ga'at Willem metana natives has bevo a new Lultural politics 

01 differcTice Acairding to Cornel West, 

distinclive features of the new cultural politics of differ- 
ence are to trash the monolithic and hi^mogencH^us...; lo 
reject Ihe abstract, general and universal in light of the 

2 Fl'w M^’im-1 iiwitTts- Ihxt i.»verv' I'amidiJin whi^hiT stk* ht 

It lkt Chvf, there i^. m an Anru^t^n Ihe nuj^itiKk' and Hk\-t lif 
this Aflrtt-fiCAn in ^It vari#% ii!HWisJnriaWv per^'n tL> pt-rMwi. 

hul 1 ^ uitnnmUAJS And inoscap4W^'" 24fO I diin l ii^uite t think 

thaTr\ A iltfiifvfii."e tx-rwwTi emir fflfniJiijnlv Artd jn unkintHKici^ mi^viijo^i’ 
tiiifi trt nMrw.-k-4-i AmiTKdn Wv inight raX: kmm- whi> wk? -in.' bul i^f n" th* 
whi/x»pbnrtiit. Ni-viTlhtfk^. XIcihtIS dc^-nf^yni l% m tjs.1 nl 
dujlilv. LXillurdl imitnlity . irf rruM^ut’rjde TtwHiftb m Kw Cruw. iKi- fifLi>k w 
M.^'fnknjjily the Oruidun wwtAsk wlfth i ax*! jn i.'^^^nlidlly ATTurrM-an i JmtLty 
1 Thinjjsh JiKUjhly ihis «ii nuly lx- the H.-ulinLnalk^n el a pn-K.Tv^ l.ikir 
wLwtti’n whirtv rtitin^ liisten' nd t^i?n iim.' eJ Mvtnjj him* 

rtml Imd frmmia caiwma ‘difliciiJL' Cimidhirt.* Kwi' jImi Ixwn md^uHT^dui^ 
lifcT Ifx-i li^un t>iilf Pk'n.'tr s fummimW Ihjil biii HwJml* Inixrid Cjftadwn dn- 
Ltna tlK'^ iitr» npvMI. itur nuvA difrieu]!, typiMl 

4. th nodid AiidtTi4in h*i di-FiriL-d a rullkm as 4n ‘'inwfuiHd pcil]|]£.Al Lirfnmu- 
imy“ SAndt^^n 1 W 1.5t. CXir iruhilily Elp ftHnmuiiiW !•* ihf ivj^>n 

why ai Anlhtinv Wild^n has vm ph atu'alty mlali'^J "Canada is ne1 y^-t j 
natiiifi'' I WilJrA 5Z5 and w pvrhapi^ the imprtuj, fiw iiuf prFenriwI qut-K’ 

lnii^in^fil Whiw 11 
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^:c>T 1 LTel^.^ specific iind piirtinjliirj uind to hislontt/i‘, aiiik'v 
tujii/e And plurAli/eby the coni prcn t- 

variable, tentatiw, shifting changing Cl*^: 1^). 

H thest' are indeetl stmne of the results of eng.igemeni with 
thecNfies of posimisdernism and pt^stmodernily, thcM* la tier 
are popular in C anada tH-cause, up to a certain pointy they 
attempt to defa:rihe our cunten-t and make meaning within it. 
West's dtstinctive fealures of the rk‘W' cultural pulities of dif^ 
ferenee art- strikingly similar to w^hat f lareourl hopi~s aigni- 
tivisrn W'ill contribute lo Canada. Vet, in the conclusion to 
NarrjjfM^Ff fif tlur FnUiyif film. Lkirdwell acknowledges ihal his 
ihetvrs^ *“w'ill ot course not answer broader euttural, LiCi^nt^mic, 
or idtH>logieal qui.stions alH^ut the filmmaking institution"' 
{hc^rdw ell 1*^^: ,135). Hxit these i^uestions are rruaal in order 
to fulfil I tlarcourt's aspirationsn and indeed my own. for the 
study of cinema in Canada. Bordwa^ll adds that his tlm^ry 
not address issuers such as seitiialily and fantasy ' t355), 
the latter I would think crueial to any account of Canadian 
spectalorship of A merit an film, and really^ s}Hs:tJleFrship in 
general. 

l^iK'umenlary and expt'rimenta] cinema, hishmically domi- 
nant modes in Canada, are tangential to Bord well's oeuvre 
and are discussed together in a section of ri/rn Art titled 
‘Nonnarrative Kormal SysU-m,' a rather inappri>priale head- 
ing under w'hich to discuss films like Rhvr and tTfyFFipia. 
Moretw'er, excepi for a discussion of Michael Snow's 
again in f i!m Art, Hordw'ell makt.^ no mention of 
C anadian film, ft is thetiry Jot*s not take into ctmsideralion 
facti’rs which, as I tried to shim- above a re^ crucial lo the study 
of cinema in Candida. Indt^sJ he st^t^s methiHiological cate- 
gonc-s such a^ that cit nafitm to be 'hackneyed ' (Bordwell 
l^j Maybe Borctw^ell's usefulness to us lies in his 
methtkui rather I Ian in his scope. 


Basis axd Method 

Bi>rdw'ellS appnsich may K* seen as a read ion to the confu- 
sion that reignc'd in film studies in the late I'^Tffs and early 
l*#8(ls To this day there is no widespread agreement within 
the discipline as to what ciuisLitutC's apprt>priate ti,Hds lor 
analysis. Subsi%|uenMy, liletan' thiv^ry, feminism, psychtvinal- 
ysisn anthropology, marosm, formalism, iinguishcs, cognitive 
psychology and semiology are oflen drawm upim as a grab- 
bag of ideas somelimes indisehminately utilised with^ml care 
for inlernal incimsistencU^ or contradictor)^ thLi.krehcal under- 
pinnings- tiarcourt has wTitten that by ihe ihe 

American Sexiety for Cinema studies, ' had become a hhow'- 
place li>r scholarly evhibitiimism and a markc'tplace kii the 
wTilers of the next lashionable academic text'" (Marcourt 
23). At lht‘ Siime lime there was seemingly a striving for 
a comprehensive thetiry ot cinema which would include 
every other art form remotety connected: with it and every 
facet of the human condition. 

1 1 is in this eonlext I hat Bvirdwell argued that, "'no single 
ihei>ry can answ^er all itH- t^ui.^stums that one may want hi ask 
At this piint in the history' of film study, we are best served 


bv framing limiti^ q;ui"^tkins'' flkirdw^^l l^Si: 7) An impor- 
tant springboard from w'hich ho rd well began framing is 
Russian formalism In "Low’cnng the Stakes; Prospects for a 
Historical Poetics of Ciiw^ma" Bn^rdw^ell nolt'd lhat, ''anothv-r 
film student, with dilferetii tramvs of rv^fcrence, could con- 
struct another 'Formalist theory' than the one I proptise" 

U S). How'ever, since he later berated Barry King for rely 
ing on Jameson's account of Russian Forma lism in r/ic 
ffdhsc of Lairg unyr, which he judgrd unsirund and outdated 
(Bordwell I9fl8: 7), I will limit the following account to 
Bordw'ell's owm version. 

Bofdw'elis application of formalism to film as cxfHrsiti,sJ in 
^Lowering the Stakv^" revoU'es around four i,|ues|ions: 

1. What are ihe properties and lunctiiTns of lilm torm, 
especially in ils aesthetic asp%ls7 

3. What asprxis ot the spectator's aclivih' can be explained 
with rt^ference lo him foim’ 

3. Mow may we analyze films in order to bring their for- 
mal operatii>rLS hi lighi? 

4. tliiw- may wx* situate film form and spvxtatiknal activity 

in histoiicai terms? 7 ) 

Boniw en assumes that film is internally systemic. I le dentes a * 
form /con ten I split and argues that formalists msisled on the 
determining role of formal construction, the relation among 
parls. No one element could be studied iputside its relation lo 
the rest of the work In this light, content is merely ihose 
matena Is necessary to achieve an overall formal purptwe. 

T hough every' element has a function, not all elv^irnts are 
i\:|ual- I-ach film has a dominant elernent or overriding quali- 
ty A film establishes its own internal norms and then tends to 
violate I hem. There are likewise exlernal norms. \o single 
film can be studied outside its rx^atinn to other films. A film 
o^HTaies within einc'ma as a machisyslem and the individual 
wurk IS iinderstixid as a distinci,^ potentially oppositional sys' 
lem. 1 1 IS a dynamic evinception of norm through which gener- 
al relational principles such as defamiliarl/ationr dominant, 
system, I unction, background, foreground, sywifrrf/flflfnJtf 
{roughly plot /story) are utilized as tdo-ts tor analysis. 

Bordw'ell distinguishes betwt^cm narrative and narration. 

The lomier implii^ an abstract, fist'd structure, a pmduct; the 
latter is a prtxess through w'hich the narrative comes to be 
repn.*sented. According lo Bordwell, "The Formalist tradition 
'^‘cs narration as the proci^s w^herebv a text is 'made strange,' 
disrupting the expectati<.>n.sof normal aimmunication' <1^7^: 

2). Perception is crucial to the process. But In Btird well's opin- 
ion the formalists never provided a cle.ir account of it {I4g3. 

1 U. In order to answer questions of spi,i:iaiorial activity, 
Bordwell reports to cognitivism. 

Cognitixist science' is a psychological model based or 
empirical i n vest iga lion. 'i of the mmd and the brain that is 
often set explieiily against psyeh4.ianalysis. Unlike Freudian 
psycKoanah'Sis, aignitivism hxust^s on normative behaviour 
and rational activityF particularly as it pertains lo the inten- 
tional act and gtxil orientation. Bordwell does nut dismiss 
psychoanalysis but argues that, "I see no reason to claim For 
the unconscious any activities w'hich ean be explained on 
olher grounds' (14^5: 3dt. Ciignitivism investigates t,'it>inpre*" 
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hen^iim: fksrJwell insistsi that i\ is "not a hi'rmeneuhc grid: it 
cannut btf tilli^gun/i.-d ’ iLkkrdwf]| ]7l Dudley Andrew, 

in an tntr-^iductii>rk tci a issue hi^ nn k inematic and 

Cognitiee Psycht^kigY" eJtplainss lhal “it will not do U> 
claim that piTception, of tKe apparatus, is idenhigi- 

cal through and through. Wc can and must devise e^peri- 
menls that wnll test universalily at varinijs levels. This is 
among the ttrsl prinriples of cognitivism" (Andrew 4). 
Great empliasis is put on te^tingp offering pitnifp and Andrew 
wams that '“eognilivLsts will haughtily deinaiui ot oppt.ising 
paradigms that thev suppnrl ihthr claims, whenever possible, 
with empirical evidence"' (I^H^l Andrew- further argw's 
that aignthi ism is ni>t positivist beeayw.- il i-s a Lonstmctivist 
account — mental structuri.-^ interact with information pickup 
to create meaning. A summsrv^ of Bord well's account of Hpn»c- 
tatonaL aetivily in Narralioti in fftc FicNnpi FiJfw will help illus- 
trate the puKess. 

tiordw-ell posits a viewer who Ls a hypothetical entity escv*- 
cuting the operatkvrLS ncct^ss^iry to conslruL-l a slory out of the 
film's repri'senta lions. IVrceiving and thinking are gi^t-on- 
ented priKesses. PerCt^^lion and cognititm are not easily sepa- 
raii-d. The lypical act of pcwplion is ihe tdenlificalion of a 
Ihree-diinensiimal world on the basis of cues. Perception 
beci:>mes a pnicess of active hypolhesis~ti.*sting. Cognition 
priK’i'sses help frame and fiis perceptual hyptithi.'M'ti by rt-ck- 
oning in probabilities weighted lo the situation and to prior 
knowledge- Tvpical atgnilive activities dv^-nd on infen.^tia] 
priKesses Organized eluslers of knowlevlge callv^ schemata 
guide our hvpi>lhesis making. Schemata may be of various 
kinds — protolypts*, lem plates, or fUfiH.x-dural patterns 

In "A Cast^ for kkignilivism" Fkirdwell specifies thal 

peTLc-plion and cvignition are related by bottom -up' and n^p- 
dow-n" prtHX'sses which opvTate simultaneously h> help create 
meaning The lormer refers to fast, mandatory aclivilies that 
arc data-vlnven and usually scnso^y^ The latter are conccpl- 
d riven and more Jeliberaliv like problemsolving and abstract 
iudgmenl. Both manifest inference- making and both go 
bcvond Ihe information given. Bordw-^eil's description of the 
activities of a film spsTtalor arc' worth i|U4.itjng at length. 

In our culture, the perceived ol a narrative film comes 
armi\i and active lo ihi' taskp She m he lakes as a central 
goal the carving wt of an inlelligibte story. To dt* I his the 
p*,'reeiVL‘d applies narrativ^.^ schemata which define narra- 
tive evamts and unify them by prinaph'S ol causality^ time 
and space. Protiklypical story comptmenis and the struc- 
tural schema of the Vanijiiieal slory' assist in this efhirt to 
organize the material presenlt^. In ihe course t>f construd- 
ing thv story the perceiver uses schemata and incoming 
cues Ui make assumptions, draw inferences about i.iirrt'nl 
story events, and frame and test hypothesc's about prior 
and upanming events 38-.!^). 

With this basis, the formalist component of Bordwell's 
appixvich the insists on this ttun to disiinguish il from Grand 
Thtsirv' t Bord Wei I lUHH: fO)) can then N* easily ink^ratLcI, 

this malerial is organ i/wf into a syu/het w'hich cues Ihe 
spstali>r to eonsEruel a fabiila according to schemata of 


logic, time and space- Film style usually supports the d^m- 
ptwitioiially mtvtivalcsi. The Constnjctivisl apprtiach treats 
Ihe pn^rceiver as constantly active ^ applying structures, 
k'sting and revising prEsedures for making M'nse oi the 
material Crucial p<iints in the prcKcss are the syu/het's 
pn^-ntation of gaps in tabula infEirmaiion, mayir temporal 
schemata in narrative I include I 1-2-^ <jrder and ccnnven- 
tional relations ^if syu/het and fabula dura turn. bp<iee can 
al.S 4 > bt' considcTLsi from a Constructivist slandpsnnt 
IWS. 

hi>rdwell's account is an attempi at delineating a historical 
fHH'tis.'s of cinema — '“the study of how% in determinate cir- 
cumstanct^s, films are pul tt^efher, serv-e sptsilic l unctions, 
and achieve specific effect" <148^: 2Mi-2lb7k Along with his 
engagemenl wilh form is a simultantsjus call for a move ii-way 
from inlerpmtalitm and a relia-nce on textual analysis as an 
lm|xirtant type of evideiHe. 

There are several prtablenis and ronlradictions with 
Bord well's approach. Though he reptsitt'dly calls lor mid” 
level r\*stMmh il^g^b: _\3), Bt>rd well's ow n proysls are sw eep- 
ing in saipt'. In Narmtum oi f/ir ncfiiPiT FdffS, for example, he 
oflers a mtvdel of narration thal cuts Ehorngh genre, history 
and nalional boundaries, attempting explanations ot narra- 
lion m the classieal film, ihe detective film, the mekidrama. 
Art -cinema narration, Godard^ Soviet historical- materialist 
film, and til her forms. Mi'awin-if. ki v^uote the descrip- 

Eion on its jacket, ''is al once a history of film crilicism, an 
analysis of how critics interpn'l film, and a pmpivtil for an 
alternativ'e program for film studies." These are hardly minf- 
esl prob^’i.s. 

Much of .Mcmirjrjf is a critique ^^f interprelatii^n. 

Birdwell s cnhque is almost ihe reverse of Sontag's p^ilemic 
w^hk'h argULsJ lhal interpretatiiin got in the wav of t^ur imder- 
stauding ol art and lhat w^e should reptace hernveneutics wilh 
an erolics of art (htintag k4i 15| For Bord w ell, a hcrmeneutie 
is acceptable if interpretation iSr "at ihe service of more gkibal 
invesllgatkins E.if conventions of filmic structure and function" 
(27!) 

fkirdw^ell ackHiiwdislges ihe premise that^ "if no kmiwl- 
edge is direci, all knowledge derives from Interprelalion' 
2 ). Me draws a distinction between oimprehension and 
interpretation . The former concerns itself with apparenk man- 
ifiSht, iir direct meaning that the film 'speaks diiectly; w bile 
the latter is ecinLemed with revealing nonob vious me^ining. 
Defined in this way, the notion of interpretalion becomes 
more manageable if n^Jt entirely deproblematizcsl For estam- 
pie, Iw' never deals adevjuately with the problem of translatkm 
across media. l>ne can't quote a film in print. Every .lElempt 
lo w'rite aNiut film is a process of selection. Fven il one were 
lo limil onesvif to descript itm, one can't describe an tmlire 
film. Then' w^ould still have ki bv a seliTiion which may be 
different than Minusine eLne's. I will refer thi' mader lo Victor 
Ferkm.s' "Must We Say Whal We Mean" for an excellent cri- 
tique ol varkius problems in Bird well's account and limit 
mvself here lo quirting iw'o that are trf dirtsi o>ncern First of 
ail Bord well never spts'ifies whal il wmuld mean tor a I id ion 
film to speak directly Secondly, I hough Bord well argues 
against svmplomatic interprertahon, Making .Miwwirijij i'k itself 
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iiiycK cscir^cist.'. According to Perkinsr the tHwk sorveyii, 
"w’hiit dip when they pn>duce interpre^dtions — idther 

ihiin whal they iitidgine of dc^eldre ihemsclves lo do"" (I'M!: 

The hrur qut^sllon^h I hat Ikurdwell sees fomidlisni dFiSWvr- 
uire indeetl iiitiiltxi. iTiou^h questk^ns ot lorm should be 
irentrd], a sIuJv ot film thdl rt'Volved only J round term would 
bf jn impi^venshed tsue. Vet evertn by his owi^ tfiteriLi. the 
dnhWi,irs to lk>rd well's own quest ji>ns are inCompli,‘ti% made' 
qiiiiteH and reductive. For example* Bord well's ti^rmalism 
lakt's into acLOunl spacen timen the rt^iations ut the shot. fr.im- 
inj^ and i.e., elemenis that are easily distinji>uishable, 

less amenable to inierpretation, to some extent measgrahle 
ai^d I hat easily lend themsi'lik's h> textual analysis Ik^rdw^ell 
insists that. '"All Formalists insisted oit the detiTmining role 
of formal eonstruetion, the relation among parts. Any ele- 
ment, no matter how am-sting, could ni.>t be studied outside 
of its relations with the other components in the work“ 
(Fksrdut^l 19ST: Vet, he dties exactly that. Actitrs are a cru- 

cial component of why siime fiction films art^ e^^en mad is how' 
they are constructed and how they are consumed In some 
cases a particular star piTsona is foregrounded h the dominant 
element in a film, a key aid to viewer comprehension, the 
film's rfiirH.ppi d iVre. Yet, I have found no discussion of this in 
BonlwelFs oevre. If oni- element can't be studied outside ibi 
relation w-ilh the others this is an omission which seriously 
puts into question his discussion t>f the fiction film. 

Since an analysis ol w’lial are the propertk“i and functions 
Lpf film ioirriH especially in its aesthetic aspects' is the number 
one quc‘stii>n in BordweU's formalism, it i.s unfortunate that 
his frame i>f rt-immee rarely exceeds films of the Surely 
the arrival of video as a new^ form of delivery for fiction films 
has revived old questions and raisixi new ones. Are the lor- 
mal priiperlies of a film the same w hen shown on video? 
Space, timer cinema lography and relations hetw^i^cm shiPls 
don"^! change much. Qur construction of a fabul.i could bt^ 
afli'tiixl by the ways in which scale alftvts our pereeplitm t>f 
svu/heh Miiire imp^vrlantly^ the very material basis of the 
ftnrn changes Inim imprints of lighi on celluloid to magneti- 
cally coded information on tapt^ Some films are even made 
strictly lof a>nsumptii>n on video, 

What are the tormal pripperljc's of an ‘ob jecT thal takt^s 
different forms, that is sometimes ten fcvl high and st^me- 
len inchi's. I hat is si^metimes an unintermpti^ fli^w and 
can sismetimt^ bi- I or warded or rewound? Mow do Ihesi^ 
changes affect narrative i.xmslruclion and aesthetics? Maybe' 
they don't. Maybe one can argue that they are different 
midia. Bui it siv E think an explanation mxds li> be offered as 
tiii how syu/het and tabula construction often remain the 
same across these media, t low does the inteTminglmg circula- 
tion ol films from vanous nations, of different 'mmJes" and 
genres a I fed the motion of norm? In terms of ai-sthelics, 
mavbe one can argue thal a videi> is like a aikmr reptoduc- 
lion of a painting and mx-d not affcx’l discussions of the aes- 
thi'tiiN o-f the work in question, Perhaps. Ntn^erthek'Ss I think 
Ihest" ^juestions are crucial to Bord well's enquiry^ and neixJ to 
be addres-scxl 

hkudwell has argued that "il is evident tnim the start 
KusNian Fomialisl thet>ry is grounded in histon^" EtkpfJwell 


1983: 14^. But Bordwell^s version of history is a cufioui cxne 
that takes some (very littlei consideration of cultural factors,^ 
mostly as restricted la form, and excludes wider cultural, 
scK-idl, and ptilitkal fadors that may also affect form. Indeed a 
dominant analytic tool in N'arrfffitPps oi fkiten fffm is I he 
Cupncept of mide of narration. Btsrdwell distinguishes between 
genre and mode as killi>w's, ' A genre vanes significantly 
bt'twtvn pe^ritnls and sikiaI formation.s^ a mide lends to be 
more fundamental, K*ss tiHinsient, and more pi^rvasive. In this 
spirit, I will consider nudes of narration to trans^.eiid genres, 
schools, movements, and entire national cinemas" (Ik^nlw^ell 
19ti5: 1503. Malt of Narration in f k fiippi f tim is devokd to an 
examination of four miKles: Classical Narration, Art-Cinema 
Narration, bbstorical Materialist Narration and Parametric 
Narration. All am cross-iijitural in concepluali^r^ition, though 
heaves the example of Mollywixpd wilh n^ard to Classna] 
Narraticpn and the Soviel example for HtstohcabMalerialisl 
Narration. The rale of specific a^nteids of priducticm^ not to 
speak of the cultural specilkily of the work of Bergman, 
Fellini and Anionioni, are nc^t s-een as imf^><jrlant as iheir simi- 
larities. As lo Parametric Ni'irration, he wtiKs thal it is not 
linked '^to a single national scht>i>l, pentd, or genrt^ ot film- 
making"' (Bordwell 1^5: 2743. The only claim lo history the 
Ct>ncept of miKJe can make is that Bordwell links different * 
films togethiT in time as sharing a mide. Frcpm Bordwell one 
would never gue^iS that cullural specificity, economics, and 
inslitulional infrastructures have an effect on film form. 
Though Biprdwell does offer a model of hisstoricai change, 
however limitid it is lo fcprm, criticism levied against Russian 
formalists by their contemporarii-s a>uld (ust as easily apply 
to him lirday. According lo Nick Browne. Midvedev and 
Bakhtin "viw* in the assemblage of formalist precepts and 
melhids a resolute exclusion of ideological con len I and a 
refusal to acknowledge the siK'ial determinations of artistic 
li^rm and mt'aning" (1982" 81k 

BiTrdw'en Kis wriiien that 'cognitive theories ht^ld that in 
order to understand human action, we must postulate such 
enlities as perceptions, thoughts, beliefs, desires, intentions, 
plans, skills, and feelings" tl989: tBk But his own ciignitive 
account of the cinematic spHs.Tati>r excludes beliefs, desires 
and fcxTings.*" Mis 'hypHPthefical spcx tatsir* is sexless, raceless, 
gmderlessand nationless 

fkirdwell amlinuausly argues for the importance i>l tilt- 
ing against evident^. ""There Ci>mes a poini where a t hereti- 
cal iormulation must not simply cite presupposi lions and 
select privileged instances but test itsc4l against a bedy ol 
detaikd evident'e" (Bi^rdis'eH 1983: ti3. Few schi>lars would 
argue differtmtlV- What they would contest is what consti- 
tutes evidence m film studies. KotH’rl Kay forcefully argued, 
"the most striking thing aboul Bt^rdwelTs argument i.s how^ 
much il resc^mbles Comle's rationale for pc^siEivism" (Kay 

^ Thv priiJuL'tu-41 o.tnEi"^l in Ifi'WyuMJ in i^ntlL’n bv Untfl 

SEaipi'F In .^ifrrdlMW JwJ rht Fu tiLm J rfm. dm'v^MS narratiLin sfi 

IhhJjfJ witKisiE tdLkini^ atx^ut Ihf fSew 'A'nw ,anJ i hi - 1 iiK-frijEii jppjFJtut m 
France m tfu.'- ISfMH |SWK Ilfart-Jwt-lt I'JfiS 27‘t-.l!Ull’ l.ikfwise. a lew 
fm'uU 4m thi" rlh'liiifh jl h.-i1>I of in 3 MSS Ihi- hi>tLW^L-il 

pnivulpii Isii' Jsi'iTi't Hi^tLifiLiAl M.itiL'rMliM NdiTAthin ^ t5< if Jwi'lt IMflX. 

S In afifllTrn Kf iik‘1uJi^ K-Jaiis FuE imlv in ItM^ dilErrii'ril 

la sksl kfidcx Ivlie^eji i^ixxi tilm ^xiM tx- 
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1*^- t%]i And \h4l what counis ^t>r Btiriiwetl .irc, "'prt^uppt^ 
!<;itions a’inhrmt.'d by f Acts’’ (Ray 14;^). 

A key orubliri^ prfsupptiMlion Un fkirdwiH, ihic a'liSMi 
that wilhEHut il his wht^lu .iccount of sp^vtAtanAl Activity IMh 
apArt, is fksrdwvSI's view lhal tho Lt^ntfAl ^tial of a viewer of a 
narrAEive Him is "the cArviii^ out oi ah intellij^ible slury" 
(1485: I \v offers no prtK^f and mdi't\t he would hard 

pri'ssttJ to iind il. As any glance At any the tratle pAptTiN. 
film-huff mAgA/inesi, hisEi^ricAl Accounls of vAhii^us ktndsn and 
AS our own e^penence sN>wSr pleAsurt^ is not merely an el feet 
c^f the cinema (Berdwell 2h4> but the centfAl goal of 

going lo the movies. Which aspiNTts of film result in plea sure 
differ from genre tt» genre, ptTuid to perlmi, and within and 
across nalii>nal cinemas. For si>me ptt>ple pleasure c<,smt^ 
from winching cerlain slars^ from seeing the hero And the 
hennne nde off into the sunset in a Western, from an Action 
scencj from being scauM, from gelling c.vrtAm mhirmatkm as 
in di^cumenlarv or even as Charlotte Her/^ig demonsi rates, 
from wAtching fashions in film iHer/og 14UU: 154-3 54). 
Comprehension may he A wsurce of pleasure in the cinema 
hut filmic pleasures are not limited tocs^mprt-hension. 

Hordwell ingles in regard lo the art cinema that, "*a hanal 
remark of the that such films make you leave lht‘ the- 

alrc' ihinking, is not far from the mark'' {Bijidwcll 1485: 2)1 N) 
and I hat ambiguity eilherol tale or telling is ten Ira I to art cin- 
ema narratton (211). In *'Ari -Cinema as a Mtsde of Film 
Fractice" he ewn g<ies far as to wTite, "‘ilTe sk>gan of ihe an 
cinema might he, 'when in doubt, read for mancimum ambagu- 
itv"’ ( |k>irdwell 1474a. litl). Ambiguity and comprehensiim are 
rK>t necessarilv ccm|Tadich>ry. But Bi^rd wall’s descripEion indi- 
cati^ that such ambiguity E>ften results in lack of CEpnnpreh*,‘rv 
sion: *'the narration leaves causes dangling and quest it^ns 
unansw'erLxi" {1485: 210): "art films. . . ask to be pu^/led over” 
(2l2l: "I he narration can make such grtyl demands on memo- 
ry that iE may be necessary to stv the film mon* than ona'" 
(1485: 215)^ C>f <. Alda id's films, he has written Ehal "they hrm- 
ly... resist narratne compiehi-nsion" (51 Ik If CE^mprehfc.m.sit^n 
w'as iEs cenlral goal, and much of Bord well's Emm di.^'nptiE>n 
indicate otherwise, I he art -cinema audience w^^^uld tnr a very^ 
fnjstratetl one I w-ould argue thal ime of Ehe reasi^ns audi- 
ences go to stv arl cinema is I hat such ambiguity nsults in 
pleasure: Sismetimes because comprehending w^haE is msire 
difficult h> aimpn^hend leslifies to their own stiphisticalion; 
somelimes because the inability to comprt^hend the film's 
ambiguily confirms a notion of realism chensbtd by the audi- 
ence; jHimelimts inerther wavs. 

f'ositing pleasureAs the central goal specEjli>rial activitv 
resulls in different questions, messier om.-s. ihan thi^' raised 
by Ek^fdwell. An aE.xount of perception and cogniti^m wEiuld 
still be necessary but no longer sufficient. As Liura Mulvey 
indicates in "Visual rieasure and NarraEive <L inema; ' gender 
and the unconscious then become crucial considerations 
which can't fust be put aside as Btirdwell does Affect would 
also have lo be dealt w'lth. Indeed it seems askmishing that 
his account leaves il out. Cinema is a medium whose very 
genrt^s Art' often namtd st>as to connote affecEs: ihnller, come- 
dy, horror, action, meUdrama. But ihcm cognitivisE psycholo- 
gy i-H ni^t very well equipped wnth ivhat is not stritily ratiimal 
and kigkal- Fven Bordwell admits Ehat "I suspecl psych<.K=inA- 


lytic models may be war'll suitid for e^iplaining emolional 
aspects of film \ iewing'' IPordw'ell 148^: M}). paraphrase 
St] I Nichols' entique of tkirdw'ell (1484: 5111, oignttivism has 
iEs limits and narraEive amsEantly e^cetds Ehem. 

Bordwell has argued Ehat he w-riies abciuE cognitivism 
frEim "a position of mi derate ad vocacy'" (1484: 3 2). Bui in fact 
his entire theory oE' the spectator is bastsl on A cumstrukiivisl 
mcdel of Ci>gnilive science which uses reiss^n and h^gic to 
dt^scribe mentalii^n as it reEales kii intern ion, goals, memory 
and comprehension In Wiifrpi'iy Bordwell argut^s 

in watching an image, we p^iy allenlion, make inferences, 
and perform bi,>Eh voluntary and invEilunEary ptTceptual 
acliviEles that m^ed analyzing and explaining In following 
a narrative, we make assumptit^ns and draw' on schemata 
and routines in order tcp arri^'o at conclusions about the 
world of the story. Somehow' all this may come Eiut as 
pleasure, bul w-e scarcely know' him- (Bi^rdvi'ell 1484: 2h4- 
2711). 

WelL maytH' lhat is how and w'hy Fh>rdwell watcher. Bul 
what an impoverished experience his is — no affect, no 
desire, no fantasy. And whai an imptn'erishtd process he 
desmhes — race, sex, gender, and idwihigy Atv shuntid Eiff to 
the side; history and context are k^keniztd. V F IVrkinN has 
argued that fk^rdwell draws "^on cognitive psychology in 
some of the more mechanical forms lhat have developed — as 
one psychE>logist puts in — under Ehe spell of physics envy"" 
( 1484 : 5 ). 

Factors like idwikigy. pleasure, acting, gender, race, class, 
and njtlonaiiry are sometimes difficult fo conceptualize and 
dc*M.TiN'. much less measure. Bul they are part of Ihe experi- 
ence of w'atching a film; they affisrt ht*iw we civnsirucE a fat»u- 
la; and an aca^unt of narratiE>n must tak^^ tht-se latii>rs into 
E.'onstderatiEin. ClJthemHse Bordwell may st^rnc^times find per- 
fexi answ'ers to quislions. But hi>w useful are they^T N<tI A er>' 
in general, and even less from a nationalist ^vrspcHnive. 

TN a letter to Ch^FACmW tVter Marcourl lashed out 
against Robin Wtud and his folk>wers of w'^hat he called their 
"Ki^somarxinisl" ideological position. The moniker was an 
un for I unate chE>iEre. It elided the differences betw'een the 
HoliywxKd-fixattd, homophiliac, marxlst-feminisl and impe- 
rialistic ideoltsgy components Ehe lattel was meant to fri^ugh" 
]y) stand f<,jr. thtwever, once I got past my offence, at Ihe 
monsker, I ftnmd HarcEiurl's ptnnl WEirth considering. 

The llt>somarxinisl pt^sition ignores experimental WE>rk 
and diKTumentary work. It ignores the extra -cinematic 
inflections <^f ethnicity, tx’onrii^my. \oca \ gesture, and indige 
ntjus spi^ech. It has nexTr attempted to addri'ss the over- 
coded, overdahulated cinema of Latin America; and, 
apparently, it is ill-ev)uipfxd to address ihe under-coded, 
under-fabuliated cinema of Australia, of Canada E>r of 
Quebec - think of the British ’“colonies'* in fad- 
Furthermort^ It caimH8 handle — exct'pt wilh contempt — 
any individual filmic articulation that d^Hs not refer in 
some way to a Holly wockI genre (Harcourt 1484: 21 >. 
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Oi'rr by foyce Wirldnd 



I lI^kv IhM such .in iipproiiL h is undt.'sir.ibkv cuttur.illy spi-E\k- 
suiL'iJ.il realty, in Ccin.id.i. But ciunpcirr Ihircipun's 
diS^TiptiiPn ipt I hr hpps+^iridniiinist' fHisiliun Hill Nichrb 
fl sscssrnrni I hr j’l^itMl lci.'(?l cvf [k^divuirs Nijrmimj m f/rc 
I'ktum film. 

this is ii pPflii.s eHhiI I'^cludi's itiurr tincm^ And nuKli^s oi 
visual rrprc'srniJliun than it includi^s, thal nifglects dlllrr- 
rnct.'s tlial ni.ikr a dLticrciici.v iKeII achirvi^ otihrrrrirr hv 

i-xcluduiK liisttin- and siibjpwrtivijy, that treats ruimitivc as 
data ur m fur mat ion lor fvenderless, cl.issless, stateless 
"priHcssiiirs/'. Knr gendered, hlstEiricjIly situated subjtrts 
u-hipsr very ht^inj^ is at stake uilhin the arena uf hi^t^^ry^ 


Ikirduell's pm^tics must set™ a terribly diminisKin^ thin^ 
(NiehEPis NtW:SI3> 

The lw\.i Eieci Hints are e^lreniely slniiLar. BepIB ip^ntprt^ elemi'iits 
ih^u a study t;if ciiH^nialie eullure in C aiiada rn.'eds tu take into 
aeviptant: cultural wunttmic ami hislurical sptxifitily; race, 
gender, class, idetiliigy, pleasure, desire, f.inlasy, and miHies 
such as documentary and ex^xTimt'nial filni to name only a 
leiv. I find some of Fkprd well's work ven^ useful and all of us 
can K-nefit from reading him ! have quoted him on aspects of 
CL.issic.il Mol Ey wood Cinema* the ^primjLV effect' and the 
t unction ppt the auteur. I hopc% how^ever, that his irkfluence 
here dix's rwit extend much Kwtmd that. As a Canadian film 
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^hoUr inkTi?sled m Canadian cini^'malk culture, I find iLttlo 
ihjf isenci»uray>ing in Bnrdvveirsappr^i^ch. The chafatierisik'n 
\ larctnurt al tributes Iht' cogniti vists are a wish tt» bt^ Ui»sirt\1 
But ultiiriately no one but ourw?lves will be able to tiilhll it. 


Raising the Stakes — A brief Note 

UN PRaSI’ECTS FOR THE STUDY OF A 

Canadian Cinematic Culture 

The grrat loss w'lthin the situation is that an entin.' era ul 
Canadian lilm. including i.-^pt^rimi.-nLal filniH has btvn 
pri.'srrved within i>ur culture. It h not even kriow’n by 
many young instructors teaching today. It should play^ at 
regular intervals, in our art galleries and museums. It 
should have found a home within the curricula of out 
s4'hiHiLs and univt-rsities. 

— Peler Marcourl, 'The Education We Need" 2:^) 

Much of our anguished speculation about natii>rLal identity, 
natiitnal culture in general and national cinema in p^irtkular 
revolved around our perception of lacks and the resulting 
sense of loss. The famed debale around 'The Cinema We 
Netsi' instigaltni by Bruce Hldcf' is an evample. The argument 
is implicit in the title. There is an ideal cinema that's bc^tter for 
us than any cvther but we do not have it. The title is explicitly 
pnscTiptive and prcxiicated on lack. Examining what we lack 
is imporiani as a starting plaint but sc’lt-flagellating if an end 
in itself. ! Ihink that m order to arrive at a new dialectic junc- 
ture we have to balance w^hat wv lack by paving txjual atti-n- 
tion til- what we have- 

Al I he risk of Hiundlng ruductive^ I would like to venture 
that film studies in Canada can be divided into tw^o brtxid 
streams: one has kK>ked primarily at Canadian cinema almi>st 
exclusively: the other has kk^ked at foreign cinema r most I v 
American, as if cm r viewing of them w^as unmediattxi by our 
national identity and our national culture. I place high value 
on the Ic^rmer. It has been concerned with w hat we have from 
the persfHH."tivc^ of w^hefe w^e art^ and has produced ms>st of 
what writings on Canadian cinema we hax e But I thmk both 
appriSK'hes bypass an examination of c^ur national film cub 
ture which deny our experienev as active hLstorical viewers. 

In 'The Concept National Cinema" Andrew Higson 
argues thah "the concept of a national cinema has almost 
invariably been mobiliTied as a strategy of cultural land ecc^- 
nomicl resistance, a means of asserting national autemomy in 
the lace ol (usually) Hc^llywood'^ international domination'' 

< 37). [think this has been true in Canada as w^ell. But the 

fact that mi^t Canadians don't see Canadian cinema dtit's not 
mean that our natiimal cinema and iiur national film culture 
are binary oppiisites- And it does not mean that Canadians 
w^ho enjisy American cinema are passive dupes of imperial 
id ecology. The lact is that we don't know how we sev, Iutw we 
comprehend, or how we mighi inteq?n.‘l- 

7 Thi- cnUri' drtule whtch mt'ltidi?h jmek*?! t^y Brufi-- Eldi't, Hjtt Ti-sIj. 
MirhjH.-! jkhri^nd. (k-lrr H^rr^iurt. Ovi>tf IVv^rc And IStT' llandlinn 
rernnUxi in .-Man Fiaht.Tm^hjm‘* rXx-wffKTTfs rn Cd'fUiJMri fiJw 


I think film studies in Canada should conct^m itself w'ithj 
among other things, how^ we see, what we see and what we 
make. They are all inter related questions. Hi^w w*e see 
dejx^nds on whal ^ve see and influenct'^ w^hat we make. The 
hv'gemonic positiim of f follyvL'<kKl anema here creates norms 
for view'ing that influences I he types of films we make, how 
we make them and how we see them. Peter fhircourt has 
will ten that, ‘If we are Natii^nalists and tvlieve in ourH*lvi*s 
as Canadians, the American prcnluct really is the enemy'* 
(MartxHirt |97?S- tbS). In a sensc^ he is nghl. American movies 
and the Amencan film syslem in Canada create barriers to u.^ 
w’atching Canadian films. Bui lt> the exlonl we haw inttmal- 
i^cxi American movies, it is a ven' uopnxIutlixT attitude We 
have enough complexes without also charactensing part of 
our cultural history' as 'Ehe enemy within.' I grew up with 
American movies. 1 love them. They are p^irt of my culture as 
a Canadian, l-or me the fXrint is nt^t to av oid American cinema 
but to examine its role in Canada from a Canadian jx^rspec- 
tive To study Canadian cinema in isolatiim from Canadian 
cinematic culture can at best result in a partial understanding. 

Su.san Barn^w clough has writlen thrrt national cinemas are 
nioiivati.d by a "^pnine desire to pamapate in a problematical 
prsKv^s of struggle for nation hikni. natiimal culture and a 
search for identily" S 19H2: Fi>. TheM^ are crudal concerns to a 
ciiloni/ed ci^untry and testify to the centrality our cinema 
should haw within our curnculum. But our national cinema 
should be studkxi within the context ol our national culture 
t which would 1,1 ke into consideration U»lh sites of pr<iduction 
and consumption 1 and with Ihe understanding that I he 
notion of nalionak necessary as I think it is at the momt^nL Ls 
inn,iEely as much a proi’iss denying diffen-nce as it is of find- 
ing similaritv. 

The arguments in this article have been framed as much by 
Peter flarcourt as by Ik^rdwell. In spile of my disagrwments 
with f Tarcourt, the numiTivus tiniL^ I quiile him ti^stify to hoW' 
produtiiw his Work Iras bt'en to my thinking In this light, my 
critique of Bordwell should m>t be con-strucsi as an attack on 
wtuif IS foreign If each thtxiry^ or mtsdel is shapexi by its tibji;x:t 
of studvn wholesale applications ol lon,'ign thtx>rii»s would be 
ttsilish. But dslfert^nt appnkicbes will offer different theoreti- 
cal tiHsls thuit ivill incMTiably ilium male a.spects of our c'ine- 
matic cuElurc. But in terms of Canadian cinc-matic culture, my 
object ut study, I larcourfs work has proven mi>re fecund 
than Hi^rdvd-eirs, however exalted his international reputation. 
In film sludii®s too it is well to bi^gin with what we have. 

Tart of ivhat we have when walching a film is our knu wi- 
ld ge ot whi> wi' am and we an^ ftotn and a lifHime 

experience watching a cinema that givifi us great pleasure 
without addressing itself to our particular conlext. "We also 
have a a cinema I hat does addre-ss it, si>metimes brilliantly, 
but which most ot us don't watch. I think this can be a pto- 
dutiixe starting point tor investigating Canadian cinema and 
Canadian cinematic cultum*. The aim is not to lower the slakes 
but to rai.sL‘ I hem high enough loK^ worth staking at all. 

[ would [ike lo I hank SSI IRC for their funding, Will Straw for 
bringing niy attention to certain materials, and Alison Beale, 
Kirsten ML.'Mlister, Dominique Darmon, and Sabrina 
Mai I hews for their fixxlback 
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